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Current Topics. 


Things Privileged from Distress. 

Some pay, possibly, the Legislature will consider the subject 
of distress and the we br hs upon which the general law and 
the exceptions to it are established, if indeed a aeoy es can 
be discovered. ‘It is,” said Lord Hxrsonett, O., in Clarke vy. 
Millwali Dock Co. (17 Q. B. D., p. 499), “‘ very difficult to find 
any sound principle upon which to explain the law of distress 
and to support the various decisions. No doubt the general law 
which enables a landlord to distrain the goods of a third person 
upon the tenant’s premises is, as was said in argument, 
anomalous, and the exception in question is also anomalous.” 
The exception referred to was that secondly stated in the list of 
things privileged from distress given by Wires, L.OJ., in 
Simpson v. Hartopp ( Willes, 512): ‘ Things delivered to a person 
exercising a public trade, to be carried, wrought, worked u 
or managed in the way of his trade or me gal 
HerscuE.1 held that the court could not go beyond the terms of 
this definition, and that a new ship, built to the order of a 

urchaser, was not privileged from distress upon the ship- 
uilder’s premises because, although it was the purchaser’s pro- 
perty and was upon the premises for the purpose of being 
wrought, worked up, or manufactured in the way of [the 
builder’s] trade or employ,” it had not been delivered to the 
builder. The meaning of the exception has been considered 
ain by the Court of Appeal in Challoner v. Robinson (reported 
eal). where pictures had been delivered by artists at the 
premises of a club of which they were members. One of its 
objects was to evable the members to sell their pi , and 
ibitions were held agri the oe Lonard Hage pur- 
pose, the pictures being under management of a picture 
aN hy The lessors of the club proprietor tailed to 
pay their rent and the superior landlord levied a distress 
upon the club premises and seized pictures which had been 
sent for exhibition. There were obvious difficulties 
holding that the pictures came within the excep above 
quoted. Nevitte, J., held that they were not delivered to a 
person exercising a public trade, decided the case on 
und, But the question of what is a public trade 
ifficult one (see Gibson y. Ireson, 3 Q. B, 39), and the 
A preferred to affirm his decision upon other 


ppeal i 
The trade of the club a was not the of pi 
and if they were deli rey efi gay Sa to 
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“managed ”—i,.¢., disposed of—in his trade; while if, as seemed 
more correct, they were delivered to the picture committee, the 
committee were not carrying on a trade within the meaning of 
the exception. The whole reasoning, however, shews how artificial 
the law is. An exception which prevented the seizing of goods 
of third persons would be based upon an intelligible principle. 


Concerning Executors ‘‘as Such.’’ 

By unis reserved judgment in Re Orlebar, Wynter v. Orlebar, 
delivered on the 2nd inst. (reported elsewhere), Neviiz, J., has 
joined the extraordinary sequence of judges of the Chancery 

ivision who, with a really remarkable uniformity, have con- 
secutively decided to differ, each from his immediate predecessor, 
in determining an apparently simple point under the Finance 
Act, 1894—-viz., whether, where a general power of appointment 
over a fund is exercised by will, the appointed fund does or 
does not pass to the executor ‘‘as such,” and whether, conse- 
quently, the estate duty in respect thereof is or is not payable 
out of the appointed fund in the absence of any direction in 
the will to the contrary. There have now been no less than six 
decisions on this point. In Re Treasure (48 W. R. 696; 1900, 2 
Ch. 648) Kexewion, J., held that the property did not pass to 
the executor “ as such,” and that, therefore, the estate duty was 
payable out of the appointed fund, and not out of the testator’s 
residuary estate. This was not, however, followed by Bucktey, 
J., in Re Moore (1901, 1 Ch. 691); and, when the question was 
next considered by Byrnz, J., in Re Power (1901, 2 Ch. 659), 
that learned judge in his turn declined to follow the ruling in 
Re Moore. ‘The authorities were then reviewed by SwinrEen 
Eapy, J., in Re Fearnsides (1903, 1 Ch. 250), and he found 
himself unable to follow the then latest authority on the point, 
and considered that Re Moore was clearly right. Some years 
later Warntneton, J., had the opportunity in Re Dodson (1907, 
1 Ch. 284) of reviewing all the ene cases, and, in adopting as 
his own the judgment of Byrnez, J., in Re Power, he was unable 
to agree with the then latest previous decision. Now it has 
been the turn of Neviizz, J., to deal with the same question, 
and, as before, it has not been the most recent of the previous 
judgments which has been followed. The six judges of the 
Chancery Division before whom the question has come are thus 
equally divided in opinion, and it is much to be hoped that the 
Court of Appeal may soon be called upon to pronounce between 
them. In the latest case, Re Orlebar, there was not any direction 
in the testator’s will as to payment of testamentary expenses, a 
direction which has been thought of weight in some of the 
earlier cases, and Nevii1z, J., held that the construction which 
he had adopted, so far at all events as personal estate subject 
to a general power of appointment was concerned, rendered it 
immaterial whether there was or was not a direction that testa- 
mentary expenses should be paid out of the general personal 
estate. Such a direction, he thought, merely expressed what the 
law implies, and it seemed to him that the multiplication of 
artificial distinctions of that kind, should, if possible, be avoided. 


Machinery as Fixtures. 


Tas pxowion of the Divisional Court (Pamimorze and 
Watton, JJ.) in Crossley Brothers (Limited) vy. Lee (Times, \st 
inst.) shews the confusion into which the law as to fixtures has 
been allowed to fall in consequence of the treatment accorded to 
Hellawell y. Eastwood (6 Ex. 295) in subsequent cases. Hella- 
well vy. Eastwood related to spinning mules firmly screwed into 
the stone floor of a mill, and secured by molten lead being 

ured on the screws. It was held that they were not fixtures. 

ARKE, B., laid down a twofold test: (1) The mode of annexa- 
tion, whether the article could be removed without injury to 
iteelf or the building; and (2) the purpose of the annexation, 
whether for the permanent improvement of the building or for 
& temporary purpose and the more complete enjoyment and use 
of the thing as a chattel. The court held as a fact that 
the mules could be removed without injury to the build- 
ings or themselves, and that the object of annexation was 
not to improve the inheritance, but merely to render the 
machines steadier and more capable of convenient use as 
chattels. Hence they were not fixtures, and were distrainable. 
But in a long series of cases since, among which Holland 
v. Hodgson (Lu. R. 7 C. P. 328) and Hobson v. Gorringe (1897, 





i Ch. 182) may be noticed, it has been held that, as between 
mortgagee and mortgagor, machinery similarly affixed is g 
fixture, and the principle must be the same whether the question 
arises in —— to exemption from distress, or in regard to the 

roperty which passes to a mortgagee. The courts have pro- 
sa to adopt the law laid down in Hellawell y. Eastwood, but 
have treated it as wrongly applied to the facts of that case, 
The source of error, however, lies in the statement of the law, 
A tenant who puts up a machine like a spinning mule or a gas 
engine has no intention of improving the building; his 
intention is to put the machine in sucha position that he 
can conveniently use it as long as he is a tenant. The 
court recognized this in Hellawell v. Eastwood, and their 
statement of the law and its application to the facts of the 
case seem to be quite in harmony. Subsequent judges have 
in effect varied the law by dispensing with the requirement that 
the tenant who affixes a machine to the demised premises shall 
have the intention of permanently improving them. In effect, 
therefore, Hellawell vy. Eastwood has been overruled on the law, 
and this was recognized by the Divisional Court in the present 
case of Crossley Brothers (Limited) v. Lee, where a gas-engine, 
firmly affixed to premises by concrete, was held to be a fixture 
and therefore not distrainable. The object of affixing it was 
obviously to steady it and enable it to be more conveniently 
used, and not to improve the premises; but this, in view of the 
later cases, is not sufficient to preserve it as a chattel. 


Duty of Public Bodies with Regard to Children of 
Tender Years. 


Tux case of Hastie v. The City of Edinburgh (44 Sc. L. R, 
829) could hardly have arisen under the English law, which 
does not allow a parent to bring an action for negligence 
causing the death of a child of tender years, but it is of interest 
upon the question whether those who have the custody of 
ornamental ponds are under any duty to make them as 
little dangerous as is reasonably possible. The plaintiff's 
case was that his son, four years and four months old, 
met his death through the fault or negligence of the 
defendants; that there was an artificial pond in the 

ublic park at Inverleith which was badly constructed and 
Sennen, inasmuch as the inner bank of the pond sloped into 
the water at an angle of fifty-five degrees, and it was impossible 
for a child which had slipped down the bank to get to the top of 
it again. The inner bank was also slippery, and it was difficult, 
even for an adult, to obtain a foothold on it. The plaintiffs 
child, on the occasion in question, having slipped into the pond, 
was unable to climb out of it, or to get out of the water in the 

ond, and was drowned owing to the steepness of the bank. 
Dehen, the depth of the water at the edge of the pond was 
unnecessarily great, being two to three feet deep at a distance of 
five feet from the top of the bank, and the bank of the pond 
was too steep. Had the water been shallow at the edge and the 
fall of the bank more gradual, the child would have been able 
to gain a footing and to keep himself above the water till 
rescued, which he was unable todo. Further, the defendants 
had made no provision for preventing children of tender years 
from beiog on the banks of the pond, which was a danger to 
them. ‘The Court of Session gave judgment for the defendants, 
holding that the averments were irrelevant. They said it 
had been repeatedly pointed out that there was no obligation 
at common law to fence, or otherwise protect, natural ponds 
of water, though they might be resorted to, in the know- 
ledge of the owners, by numbers of children. There could 
be no distinction between an artificial and a natural pond 
in thie respect. The proximate cause of the accident was 
not the existence of the pond, but the fact of the child 
being unattended. It had been said that the child had a right 
to be where it was; of course it had, just as a child has a right 
to be on the public street. ‘But if the parents of children of 
such tender years cannot provide nurses to look after them, 
their children run risks which other children who are more care- 
fully tended do not. This cannot be altered by law; it is just 
one of the results of this world as we find it.” The question 
whether there is any obligation to take special precautions for 
the protection of young children who may be left unattended by 
their parents is one upon which there is little authority in 
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English law, and those who are interested in the question should 
not omit to refer to the judgments in Hastie v. Edinburgh and 
the Scottish cases referred to in the report. 


Liability of Father for Daughter’s Wedding Cake. 


In THE case of Prince vy. Webster (22-Supreme Court Rep. 
Cape of Good Hope, 191) the Supreme Court of the Cape of 
Good Hope had to deal with two interesting questions, first, the 
general liability for the price of a wedding cake, and, secondly, 
the extent to which the maxim gui tacet consentire videtur should 
be applied in a particular case. It appeared that, a marriage 
having been arranged between the defendant’s daughter and 
one Donovan, the daughter and Donovay went to the shop of 
the plaintiff, a confectioner, and there ordered a wedding cake 
to be sent to the house of the defendant. The cake was sent to the 
defendant, but unfortunately the wedding did not take place ; the 
bridegroom disappeared, and after the day fixed for the wedding 
the plaintiff sent an account for the cake to the defendant, who 
neither paid nor repudiated liability. A month after a second 
account was sent, followed shortly after by a third. On receipt 
of the third account the defendant repudiated liability. He had 
endeavoured to find the bridegroom with a view of getting him 
to pay the money, but had been unsuccessful. In the meantime 
the cake had gone bad. The court (Ds Vimuers, O.J., and 
Buowanan, J } gave judgment for the plaintiff. The wedding 
of the defendant’s daughter was to take place in his house. 
The ordinary course is for the bride’s parents to meet the 
expense of providing the entertainment, and in the opinion of 
the court it would require very little evidence of ratification on 
the part of the father, in circumstances like the present, to induce 
the court to hold that he should be regarded as the purchaser of 
the cake. The defendant, when the account was first sent to 
him, did not at once repudiate liability, and the plaintiff was 
debarred from getting his cake back, because he was left under 
the impression at the time that the cake had been ordered by the 
defendant and not by Donovan. There was, therefore, sufficient 
proof of a ratification by the father of the acts of his daughter 
in ordering the cake to be sent to his house to justify the court 
in holding that there was a contract rendering him liable to pa 
for the wedding cake. There can be little doubt of the sound- 
ness of this decision. There was really nothing—in the case of 
an unmarried daughter living under her father’s roof—to dis- 
tinguish an order for a wedding cake from ordinary expenses 
for clothing and food for which the father would have the bill 
sent to him as a matter of course. It may perhaps be said that 
the ordering of a wedding cake is an occasion of an exceptional 
character, but if the question of the father’s liability had been 
tried by an English jury, the matter would have been disposed 
of without the least difficulty. 


The Legality of Christmas Boxes. 


WE UNDERSTAND that a meeting of the representatives of retail 
firms in London who are enga in the sale of articles which 
are commonly bought for Christmas presents has been held at the 
Cannon-street Hotel to consider the extent to which the Preven- 
tion of Corruption Act, 1906, may affect the giving of Christmas 


boxes, It was suggested that, as a consequence of the — 
of the Act, there had been a perceptible decline in the sale o: 


Christmas presents during the last season, and the object of the 
meeting was to do something to remove the depression which had 
come upon the trade. We have some difficulty, on referring to 
the Act, in seeing that it can have any special application to 
‘Christmas presents. The Act applies to corrupt transactions 
with agents. If any agent cunteglld accepts or obtains any gift 
or consideration as an inducement or reward for doing or 
bearing to do any act in relation to his principal’s affairs or 
business or for shewing or forbearing to shew favour or disfavour 
to any person in relation to his principal’s affairs or business, both 
the agent and the person from whom he receives the gift are 
guilty of a misdemeanour. The question, therefore, is whether 
a gift which an — is proved to have received was given to, 
and accepted by, him for a purpose prohibited by the Act, and 
the season of the year in which the transaction took 


cannot have much bearing on the matter. The law cannot be 
Loy on the other 


evaded by calling the gift a Christmas 
hand, an agent, like any other indi 





Christmas presents in cases where it cannot for a moment be 
supposed that there was any intention to influence him with 
respect to his princi 's affairs or of 
the donor with to the and his ap must in 
each case be considered, and it is idle to ask advid 
as to the legality of Christmas boxes. It be just as 
reasonable to ask whether the Act has affected the ty 
ifts. The statement of the Attorney-General in the 


of 
mmons ‘that, in the case of presents openly given to persons 
in business, friendly, or other snetlonshinn the giver 
and such presents 
not 


2 


be regarded as giving corruptly, 
therefore, forbidden by the Act,” does a to us to be 
sufficiently explicit, but it cannot be dou! that any secrecy 
or Co! ment with regard to the receipt of gifts by an agent 
is calculated to rouse suspicion as to the object with which the 
gifts were made. 


Assessment of Place of Worship to the Poor Rate. 


WE pzap that a distress warrant has been recently issued by 
justices for non-payment of rates which have been assessed 
respect of the Westbourne-grove Baptist Church, and that the 
brokers have been placed in ion under this warrant. We 
are not accustomed to hear of the assessment of rates in respect 
of places of public worship, but it is understood that the assess- 
ment was made on the that entertainments had been 
given in buildings ed to the church, which could 1 
therefore, be considered to be exclusively appropriated to reli 
worship. By the Poor Rate Exemption Act, 1833 (3 & 4 W 
c. 30), an Act to exempt from poor and church rates 
churches, chapels, and mae! places of ious worshi 
ee el be ee ae for ch 
istrict churches, meeting- or premises, or suc! 
part thereof as be exclusively Myer to 
religious worship and duly certified. that no 
shall be exempted from any such rates for any parts of 
churches, district churches, ch meeting-houses, or other 
premises which are not so usively and 
which parts not so exclusively a such persons sh: 
receive any rent or derive profit or advavtage. In the Scottish 
case of College-street Church v. Edinburgh Parish Council (1901, 
8 F. 414) it was held that church and wines Site ree 
used for temperance meetings, penny readings, 
were not within the exemption og by the 
(Scotland) Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. us 
the Poor Rate Exemption Act, 1833. 
v. Edinburgh Parish Council it was held 
might be rated apart from the church, but the 
occasion to observe that if the hall had been so 
connected with the church as to be identified with it, there was 
nothing to prevent the whole combined structure from 
assessed to the rate. 
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Husband's Right to Recover as Damages the 
Expenses of Nursing His Wife. 


His Honour Judge Wit11s, who had recently occasion to 
consider in the Southwark County Oourt a case somewhat 
similar to Cavalier vy. Pope (1906, A. O. 428), gave a decision 
which considerably lessened the harshness of the law as laid 
down by the House of Lords. It will be remembered that in 
Conalier v. Pegs Che owhes © 4 apne Soate tae Cretan’ 
with his tenant to ir it, but to 

tenant’s wife, who lived in the house and was well aware of 
danger, was injured by an accident caused by the want of 
repair. It was held by 
was not a 


wv 
and it was submitted that 
The judge adopted this view, but that 
entitled to recover the expenses which he 
' ing his wife to 
a ; 


Eee Toe See 
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shews that the husband, in an action for inj to his wife 
through the negligence of the defendant, is entitled to recover 
damages, not only for the loss of the benefit and assistance of 
his wife in his domestic affairs, but for the money which he has 
been forced to expend in nursing and attending her, and it is 
probable, though it is not expressly stated, that the husband 
recovered similar damages in Cavalier v. Pope. 


The Examiner of Plays. 


Ir 18 stated that the Prime Minister will during the present 
month receive a deputation of English dramatic authors who 
will present a petition in favour of a law depriving the Lord 
Chamberlain of his jurisdiction oyer new plays. The Theatres 

tion Act, 1843, s. 12, requires a copy of every new play 
to be sent to the Lord Chamberlain, and if the Lord Chamberlain 
does not forbid it within seven days, it may be represented. 
The examination is the duty of a special officer of the Lord 
Chamberlain’s department, the Examiner of Stage Plays. 
A large number of dramatic authors appear to be in 
favour of a repeal of this section, but a larger proportion 
of the directors of theatres are of a different opinion, and 
are willing that the law should remain unaltered. The 
dramatic authors think it is intolerable that their works should 
be subject to the arbitrary will and pleasure of one man, 
who is neither responsible to the courts nor to Parliament ; who 
pronounces judgments for which no reason is given, and from 
which there is no appeal. Why, they ask, should the writers 
of plays be subject to a censorship which does not apply to 
books, paintings, or sculpture? It may well be that the exist- 
ing law might, with some advantage, be amended by giving, 
under proper safeguards, an ap from the decision of the 
Examiner of Plays. But the abolition of his office is a different 
matter, and we think that the general opinion will be that a 
stage play which is represented before a crowd of persons of all 

in life is much more of a public entertainment than a 
book or picture, and that there is good ground for contending 
that the power should be given to some official or officials of 
ens performances calculated to offend public decency and 
morals. 


Right of Husband to Prevent the Assumption of 
his Name by his Divorced Wife. 
Tus Faencu courts will shortly consider the question whether 
a husband can maintain an action against his wife for passing 
by his name after he has obtained a divorce from her. M. 
ux, the manager of the Theatre des Nouveautés, applies 
for an interdict to restrain his divorced wife from allowing 
herself to be addressed as ‘“‘ Madame Fitziavx,” and similar 
ings have been taken in the Tribunal of the Seine by a 
well-known actor. There appears to be some authority for the 
—— that under the law of France a person who 
the right to bear a name is entitled to prevent 
another usurping it, but it will be remembered 
that in Cowley v. Cowley (1901, A. C. 450) the House of Lords 
considered that the law of England does not recognize the 
absolute right of a person to a particular name to the extent 
of entitling him to prevent the assumption of that name by a 
stranger, and that if this is true of strangers, it is a fortiori true 
of who have once uired the right to use a name 
o the usages of sodaty dliew them to retain. The judg- 
ment of the French courts will in any case be an addition to 
the law upon a subject of general interest. 


The Father of Solicitors. 


Our pgapers will see from the letter of our valued corre- 
t, Mr. F. K. Musron, which we print elsewhere, that 

. F. H. Janson, who was admitted in 1835, is now installed 
as the father of solicitors, in the place of Mr. ALcznnon Fraxp, of 
Leamington, deceased. We have particular pleasure in record- 
ing this fact, since we believe that Mr. Janson was, over half a 
sat ago, one of the fathers and founders of the Soxicrrors’ 
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Water Rates a Charge upon the 
Premises Supplied. 


Tue perusal of one of the statutes of the last session of Parlia- 
ment suggests the reflection : How many conveyancers, when about 
to complete a purchase of house property, satisfy themselves that 
the vendor has paid the water rate as well as the usual out- 
goings? We know of some who do, but they are probably few, 
Yet, under certain circumstances, arrears of water rate may be 
just as effective a charge upon house property as estate duty. 

To turn for a moment to the charter of all water companies, 
the Waterworks Clauses Act of 1847, it will be seen that the 
rate is payable by the occupier, unless the annual value of the 
premises supplied be less than £10, when the owner is liable, 
Also, if the rate be not paid, the water may be cut off—a moat 
effective means of recovering arrears from the occupier who 
ought to have paid, albeit one which is not regarded with ap- 
proval by sanitary authorities. Moreover, it was soon found to 
be no remedy at all when the owner, who resides elsewhere, is 
liable. 

Accordingly in 1887 the Water Companies (Regulation of 
Powers) Act (50 & 51 Vict. c. 21) was passed, by which 
“cutting off” was prohibited where the rate is payable by the 
owner, but the arrears were made a charge upon the house 
in priority to all other charges affecting the same ; and without 
prejudice to such charge, the water company might recover the 
rate from the owner or the occupier, the latter being empowered 
to deduct from his rent any sum so recovered from him. This 
Act, while reducing the number of cases of “cutting off” in pre- 
cisely those areas where they are most likely to be prejudicial 
to the public health, has enabled water companies to collect 
large arrears of rates ; for the wily owner of slum property, who 
protests his inability to pay, eventually does so when informed 
that he will receive no rents until the the arrears are wiped off ; 
or if his property be untenanted—as it so often ison these ocea- 
sions—that the company will be reluctantly compelled to sell it, 
and that it will be worth their while to do so, although it may be 
mortgaged sixteen times! 

The danger of purchasing property subject to this statutory 
charge is illustrated by the case of Hast London Waterworks v. 
Kellerman (1892, 2 Q. B. 72), in which case a purchaser of this 
class of property was held liable for payment of rates accrued 
due two years before the date of the purchase. Moreover, it 
is possible for a considerable number of properties to become 
subject to the charge, since the Act of 1847 refers also to “ parts 
of dwelling-houses occupied as separate tenements”—¢.g. to 
blocks of small flats. Again, the Act of 1887 applies in all 
cases where the owner is liable by agreement with the water 
company, as well as where he is liable by law. Thus in the 
case of Lambeth Waterworks vy. Richardson (Journal of Gas 
Lighting and Water Supply, May 20th, 1890) it was held 
to apply to rates payable by law by the occupier, but by agree- 
ment with the water company “farmed” by the lessee for a 
lump sum; and the company obtained judgment for arrears of 
rates against the superior landlord, who had ejected the lessee 
who had made the “farming” agreement. Moreover, the 
private Acts of several water companies extend the limit of the 
owner’s liability to all houses of an annual value of £20 or 
under. And by the Metropolitan Water Board Charges Act of 
this year, which comes into operation next year, the owners of 
houses of a rateable value of £20 or under will be liable for the 
rate over the whole of the area formerly supplied by the Metro- 
politan water companies, whose undertakings the Water Board 
took over three years ago. 

When acting for a purchaser of house property, care must 
therefore be taken—especially if the property be in or near 


London—to ascertain whether the owner is liable for the rate; ~@ 


and if this be found to be the case, an unequivocal reply to the 
requisition, “Are there any arrears of water rate?” must be 
insisted on. In this connection it should be borne in mind that 
water rates are by law payable quarterly in advance, and 
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Some Further Statutory Anomalies. 


We recently (ante, p. 6) had occasion to refer to the parental 
character of some modern legislation, and to draw attention to 
the spread of forty-shilling penalties, especially with regard to 
domestic offences. Another illustration of the same meddlesome 
tendency is afforded by the case of Attorney-General v. Brighton 
Corporation (Times, October 31st), but in this case it is the 
shop, and not the home, which is the subject of legislative inter- 
ference, the interference in the former case being far more 
mischievous, and the penalty far greater, than in the latter. 
The case, which is the first to be decided under the Shop Hours 
Act, 1904, seems to us of very considerable importance, not so 
much because of what it decides, but because it clearly points 
to the evils of officious legislation. 

In order to understand the significance of the case it is neces- 
sary to give some details. The action was brought by the 
Attorney-General, at the relation of a Brighton hairdresser and 
barber, against the Corporation of Brighton, for an injunction 
to restrain the defendants from proceeding with a proposed order 
for closing hairdressers’ and barbers’ shops in Brighton, and 
for a declaration that the proposed order was outside the powers 
conferred upon local authorities by the Shop Hours Act, 1904. 
The Act provides that the order “may fix the hours on tho 
several days of the week at which all shops, or shops 
of any specified class, are to be closed for serving customers.” 
The order in question providéd that every shop in Brighton 
wherein the trade or business of a hairdresser or barber was 
carried on should, so far as such shop was used for carrying on 
such trade or business, be closed on Thursdays at2p.m. Objec- 
tions can be made to such an order, and objections were made 
with considerable force, but with little effect. The principal objec- 
tions were (1) that the order was ultra vires; (2) that no pro- 
vision was made for distinguishing different classes of businesses, 
but that the order treated the high-class hairdresser who closes 
early on Saturdays in the same way as the small barber who 
keeps open till midnight on Saturday and opens on Sunday ; 
(3) that the order should be confined to the room in which 
shaving is carried on and should not extend to the art of the 
hairdresser ; (4) that the art or craft of dressing ladies’ hair for 
state or social functions was outside the scope of the order; and 
(5) that toilet articles were sold by other shops which would 
not be affected by the order, and such shops would therefore 
have an unfair advantage. In spite of these objections, the 
order was sent without amendment to the Home Office for con- 
firmation. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that 
the order was ultra vires, because it fixed the hour for closing 
on only one day of the week, instead of every day of the week ; 
that the local authority was bound to distinguish between the 
different requirements of different shopkeepers in the same 
trade, and that the order was unreasonable. The court dis- 
missed the action on the short ground that the order had been 
confirmed, and that the defendants were functus officio ; but the 
judge expressed his opinion that the order was reasonable, 
that the class of hairdressers and barbers could not be divided, 
and that the contention that the order was ultra vires was quite 
untenable. 

We are not now concerned with the first point, which may 
or may not be correct, nor with the last, with which, if we may 
say so, we entirely agree; but with regard to the other two 
points we venture to say that if the judge is right the Act is 
wrong. If,on the true construction of the Act, the order we are 
considering is necessarily reasonable, then we are constrained to 
the opinion that the Act is both meddlesome and mischievous, 
and is but another instance of the evils of parental legislation. 
His lordship said he could not conceive a more reasonable order 
than that these shops should be closed for one afternoon 
in the week. But that wae not the point; the question was 
whether the time fixed for closing was the one most suited to 
the trade and least likely to interfere with business. The judge 
also brushed aside the question whether there ought to be a dis- 
tinction between barbers and hairdressers by saying that the 
class could not be divided, though this was a vital point to 
those most concerned. 


It was contended, and practically ad- 





mitted, that there is all the difference in the world between a 
high-class hairdresser and a emall barber; between the man 
who practises an art and the one who only follows a trade; 
between the barber who shaves for a penny and the coiffeur, who 
not only dresses ladies’ hair for state functions, but also per 
forms such delicate operations as manicuring and chi ; 
It was suggested that the line might be drawn Coos ieee 
and unscientific, or between ladies’ and gentlemen’s hairdressers, 
either of which would have met the difficulty; but all to no 
purpose, they were all lumped together in one class, though we 
cannot think that it was the intention of the Act to obliterate 
such important social distinctions. It was argued that in these 
democratic days all men are equal, and you cannot distingui 
one aye | from another, and it was supposed to clinch the 
matter by saying that you cannot speak of ‘better-class bar- 
risters and worse-class barristers, since they are all equal. 
Equal, forsooth! We venture to think that if any briefless and 
newly-fledged barrister were to openly claim equality with his 
Majesty’s judges he would receive a very prompt and sharp 
reminder that he was talking nonsense. 

The unreasonableness of this Procrustean order, which makes 
every shopkeeper lie upon the same bed, whether it fite him or 
not, is further shown by the fact that no such order obtains in 
Hove. Now, Hove is practically part of Brighton, and so it 
comes to pass that what is illegal in one street is permissible in 
the next, and you have only to step over an imaginary boundary 
line to enjoy all the pleasures of the 8 art which is 
denied to you in Brighton. In Hove you may stil] enjoy what 
we have hitherto regarded as the inalienable right of every man 
to be shaved when and where he will. It may be that he may 
be shaved in his own home even by a barber, but not in a shop. 
Nor are the rigours of the order confined to the shop; they 
penetrate to the hotel. In the Hotel Metropole there is a hair- 
dresser’s saloon for the convenience of visitors, but no visitor may 
indulge in shave or shampoo on Thursday afternoon. As the 
clock strikes two the fate of the unshorn is sealed, and there 
goes forth the fiat: He that is filthy, let him be filthy still! 

It is sufficiently obvious, at least to us, that whatever other 
effect the Act may have, it must have the effect of restricting 
and harassing trade. Now, the law courts have for generations 
been busying themselves with laying down rules against re- 
straint of trade. Those rules have been framed in the best 
interests of the community as a whole; they are founded on 
public policy and sound common sense. But what is to become 
of our laws, the judicial wisdom of ages, is a mis- 
cellaneous Legislature is to empower a still more miscel- 
laneous local authority to set them aside. The only 
argument put forward as a justification for this state of 
things is that, whatever else ha , shopk assistants 
must have a half holiday. That is a wholly inadequate reason. 
We know some people who work 365 days in the year and are 
all the better for it; we know of many shopkeepers who have 
no assistants; we know many assistants who would very much 
prefer to fix their own holidays. It surely cannot be beyond 
the resources of civilisation to frame some scheme, or make 
some arrangement, under which assistants would get their 
holidays without a hindrance to business or inconvenience to the 
public. 

It should be added, as shewing the severity of the Act, that 
you cannot evade an order by paying a nominal penalty. Sec 
tion 5 shews what will happen to any one who has the temerity 
to shave or be shaved during closi Bee The penalties range 
from £1 for a first offence to £20 for third and subsequent 
offences ; and however ——— a barber might be to submit to 
a 20s. fine for the eake of a profitable afternoon's business, not 
even a high-class hairdresser could long wi the strain 
of £20 penalties. Shopkeepers may rebel, but in the end they 
will have to bow to the powers that be, and submit uncondi 
tionally to the order of the local authority. 








The dinner to be given by the Western Circuit to Mr. Justice Coleridge 
will take Saco of the Cel Mauhen on the 16th of December, at 
7.45. applications must be made to Mr. R. G. Seton, 1, Brick-court, 
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Compound Settlement Law. 


private advisers. If it has, a decision in favour of the objection 
made on behalf of the remainderman would have been disastrous 
to any title already accepted on the unexpounded words of the 


A vsEruz addition to the previously existing authoritative expo- | Act alone. If the decision was inevitable, it is none the less 
sitions of the doctrine of compound settlements was lately made | welcome. 


by Mr. Justice Kexzwicu 
( 907, 2 Ch. 348). 
epee whom, 
ebts—should stan 
investment, and for payment of the income to herself during her 
life, and afterwards for her children (if any) on attaining the 
age of twenty-one years. She also empowered the trustees, upon 
her request, to invest any of the trust funds in the purchase of 
land. e land was to be conveyed to them upon trust for sale, 
during her life at her request, and after her death at their 
discretion, and the proceeds were to be held upon the same trusts, 
and subject to the same powers (including that power) as the 
money laid out in the purchase of land would have been subject 
to if the same had not been so laid out. Until the land should 
be sold the settlor directed the trustees to pay or apply the rents and 
rofits of it as the income of the funds applied in its purchase would 
ve been payable or applicable in case such purchase had not been 
made. She also declared that the land which should be purchased 
should be considered as money subject to the same trusts as the 
money laid out in the purchase thereof would for the time being 
have been subject to if it had not been s6 laid out. The settlor 
afterwards married, and had a child born in 1891. Subsequently, 
the trustees, at the request of the settlor, bought freehold land 
with part of the trust fund, and took conveyances to themselves 
upon the trusts of the settlement. 

By an originating summons the settlor asked that a further sum 
might be raised out of the trust fund and applied in discharge of 
expenses incurred in improvements of the purchased land, and 
that for that purpose she might be declared to be, under the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, tenant for life of, or entitled to the 
powers of a tenant for life over, the purchased land, and that the 
money and investments held by the trustees of the settlement of 
1872 were capital money arising under the Act. On behalf of the 
infant remainderman, counsel objected to the application, on the 
ground that the settlement was one of pure personalty, and that 
there was no express trust for investment in land, but merely a 
power. 

The learned judge did not admit the validity of the objection. 
After adverting to the fact that the land was not intended to 
be held as part of the trust property, inasmuch as there was an 
absolute trust for sale which was intended to effect a conversion, 
and to prevent the land going as land, he added; yet until sale 
the et was to be held upon trust for persons by way of succes- 
sion. He did not say what instruments together created or were 
the settlement; but he quoted the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 2, 
eub-section 1, and said that its language hit the case exactly. His 
view must have been that the settlement of personalty in 1872 
and the purchase deeds were a “number of instruments .. . 
by virtue of which” the purchiased “land” stood “for the time 
being limited in trust for persons by way of 
succession” and created, or were for the purposes of the Act, the 
settlement. 

Kexewrcn, J., however, treated section 63 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, as the provision properly applicable to the case. The 
purchased land was land which, by virtue of a number of instru- 
ments, was “subject to a trust for sale,” and to a trust 
“for the application of the money to arise from the sale, 
or the income of that money, or the income of the land until 
sale . . for the benefit of ” a “person for his life.” Accord- 
ingly it was to “be deemed to be settled land ; the . instru- 
ments under which the trust” arose were to “be deemed to be 
a settlement; the person for the time being beneficially entitled 
to the income of the land until sale” was to “be deemed 
to be tenant for life thereof; - and the persons, if 

_any, who” were “for the time being under the settlement trustees 
for sale of the settled land . . .” were to be “for the purposes 
of” the Settled Land Act, 1882, “trustees of the settlement.” 
There would, therefore, the learned judge said, be a declaration 
that the settlor was to be deemed tenant for life of the land sub- 
ject to the settlement within the meaning of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882. The ge given by section 63, he added, must be 
exercised only with the leave of the court, and the person must be 
named to whom the leave was given: Settled Land Act, 1884, s. 7, 
sub-sections (i.), (ii.). In the case under consideration the settlor, 
who was to be deemed tenant for life, must, of course, have been 
that person. 

The decision seems to have been required equally by the words 
and the general policy of the statutes. Kexewion, J. (p. 351) 
thought it hard to believe that the point presented to him for 
decision had .never arisen before. It may have arisen, and the 


effect of his lordship’s decision may have been anticipated by 


cH, in the case of Re Child's Settlement | 
In 1872 a spinster had by deed declared that | 
resumably, she had assigned some mort- | 
poamened of those debts upon trust for 





The decision in Re Child’s Settlement was primarily a denial of 
the validity of the distinction between it and Re Moore (1906, 
1 Ch. 789), upon which counsel for the infant remainderman re 
lied—the distinction that in Re Child’s Settlement the trustees 
were only empowered to buy and settle land, whereas in Re Moore 
the trustees Feld their money upon trust to buy and settle land. 
The two cases shew that a settlement of personalty which either 
directs or only authorizes the trustees to buy and settle land 
will, when land is bought and settled, be a settlement within the 
meaning of that word in the Settled Land Acts. 

But the contribution to that proposition made by the decision 
in Re Moore was rather implied than expressed. The expressed 
decision was of another character. A testator had devised land fo 
trustees upon trust for a man for life, with remainder in trust 
for his eldest son for life, with trust remainders over. He had 
empowered the trustees to sell any part of his real estate, except 
a specified mansion and land occupied therewith, and to invest 
the proceeds in land to be settled upon the same trusts as the 
land devised. He had also given his personal estate to the same 
trustees upon trusts, to convert it and to hold the ype upon 
the same trusts as those upon which he had directed the proceeds of 
sale of the settled land to be held. The trustees had sold all the 
devised land, except the mansion and land occupied therewith, 
but had not with the proceeds bought other land. They conse- 
quently ceased to have power to sell land settled by the will. They 
had, however, invested money produced by conversion of parts of 
the testator’s personalty in the purchase of land, and had taken 
conveyances of that land to themselves upon the trusts required by 
the will, They had afterwards consented to a sale, by 
the tenant for life in possession, of the devised mansion and 
land occupied therewith. The purchaser doubted whether the 
trustees were “trustees with power of sale of other land 
comprised in the settlement, and subject to the same limitations 
as the land to be sold” (Settled Land Act, 1890, s. 16, sub- 
section (i.); because, as his counsel argued, “comprised ” in the sub- 
section must mean “originally comprised” ; if not used in that 
meaning it would be unnecessary. But Swinrzn Eapy, J., thought 
it impossible to give such a limited and narrow construction to the 
sub-section; “comprised in,” he said, meant “for the time being 
comprised in,” and he answered the question put by the 
summons by declaring that the trustees were the trustees of 
the mansion house for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. Mr. 
Justice Swinren Eapy’s decision was based by him upon a con- 
sideration of the Act of 1890 only. His conclusion, however, is 
also supported by the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 2, sub-section 1, 
where the instrument which creates or is, or the instruments which 
create or are the settlement, is or are the instrument or instru- 
ments by virtue of which land stands for the time being limited. 

Re Moore tacitly—perhaps inadvertently—decided a question 
which is still thought to be undetermined, except in so far as it 
was determined by Re Spearman Settled Estates (1906, 2 Ch. 
—that is to say, the question, whether trustees of a gs 
settlement for the purposes of the Settled Land Act can be ap 
ointed by other means than an order of the court made under 
Bottled Land Act, 1882, s. 38. The settlement of land made by 
the will of Mr. Moorz, coupled with the conveyances to his 
legatees in trust of land Bre vet and settled by them, pursuant 
to their trust, was a compound settlement in the only sense attribut- 
able to that term, which corresponds with any provisions of the 
Settled Land Acts, that is to say, in the sense of there being 
a settlement which several instruments create or are. There is 
another sense in which a compound settlement might be said to 
exist—in the sense of the will containing two sets of trusts of 
different subjects, one being trusts by way of settlement of land, 
the other being trusts of personalty for conversion by sale, to be 
followed by reconversion by purchase, and that by subjection of the 
purchased land to trusts by way of settlement, lile those of the 
devised land. The Settled Land Acts do not contain any oe 
specially applicable to a compound settlement of this kind. Could 
it have been said that trustees of either of the two compound 
settlements just described “did not exist”? If for that reason an 
application had been made to the court for an appointment, under 
the power conferred by the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 38, of 
und settlements, a8 


trustees of either or of both of those com 
ave had jurisdiction 


constituting a settlement, would the court 


to comply with the request? On the occasion of the hearing E 


Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy of the application which is repo 
it does not appear that either the counsel or the court discov 
any lack of authority in the trustees. 


In the Child’s Settlement case also the deed declaring trusts of 9 
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personalty, coupled with the conveyances of purchased land, were 
several instruments by virtue of which the stood limited in 
trust for persons by way of succession, and they created or were 
the settlement for the purposes of the Acts; nor was it in that 
case suggested that the trustees of the personalty settlement were 
not also the trustees of the instruments which created or were the 
settlement for the purposes of the Acts. J. 8. V. 








Reviews. 
Costs. 


GUIDE TO THE PREPARATION, DELIVERY, AND TaXATION OF CosTs. 
WirH PRECEDENTs oF Bitts oF Costs Iv ALL THE DIVISIONS OF 
THE HicH Court or Justice, &c., &c., AnD NoTES AND DEcIsIons 
THEREON. ELEVENTa Epition. By C. W. Scort, assisted by 
A. W. PortEr, both of the Supreme Court Taxing Office, Royal 
Courts of Justice. In Two VoLUMEs. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 
This work appears to have been very carefully revised and 

brought up to date. The consequent increase in size has led 

to its division into two volumes, and for this purpose the subject- 
matter has been rearranged. All the precedents of bills of costs 
have been placed in the first volume, while the extracts from 
statutes, orders, and rules, as well as most of the notes, have 
been collected in the second volume. The first volume opens 
with a series of practical directions for the taxation of costs in the 

Supreme Court Taxing Office, and the precedents include bills of 

costs in the Chancery and King’s Bench Divisions, in the Crown 

Office, in conveyancing matters under the Solicitors’ Remuneration 

Act, 1881, in probate proceedings, contentious and non-contentious, 

in admiralty, divorce, bankruptcy, and companies (winding up), in 

the county courts and the Mayor’s Court, in the House of Lords and 

Privy Council, and in Parliamentary proceedings. These precedents 

will be found invaluable in drafting bills of costs, and on the con- 

siderations which affect. costs in particular cases much information 
is afforded by the notes in Volume II. The authorities on 
solicitor and client costs under the Public Authorities 

Protection Act, 1893, are collected at p. 945; those on the 

right of a solicitor-trustee to charge costs, whether for professional 

work only, or also for non-professional work, including the recent 

case of Re Chalinder & Hetherington (1907, 1 Ch. 58), at pp. 988, 

989; while the general principles of the costs to be allowed on taxation, 

whether between party and party or between solicitor and client, are 

stated in a well-arranged note to R. 8, C. ord. 65, r. 27 (29). 

Reference may also be made to the very full notes on allowances to 

witnesses, shorthand notes, solicitors’ journeys, copies of documents, 

and counsels’ fees, with the statement of the cases in which three 
counsel are allowed (pp. 1012-1034), and to the notes on the 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order (pp. 1215-1238). The work is a very 

complete guide to all matters relating to costs. 





Company Law. 


THe SzcreTary'’s MANUAL ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF JOINT 
Stock ComPANIEs. WiTH FoRMs AND PRECEDENTS. By JAMES 
FirzpaTRiok, F.C.A., and T. E. Haypon, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
ELEVENTH Epitton. Jordan & Sons (Limited), 


The duties of the secretary of a company ‘are of a responsible 
character, and it is necessary that they should be performed with 
skill and accuracy. In particular, the keeping of the register of 
members, and the ascertaining, previously to board meetings, that 
transfers which have been sent in are in order, are matters which may 
have an important effect upon the rights and liabilities of shareholders 
and persons having dealings with them. Care is required also in 
seeing that the stat thewoeers.. for meetings of the —— are duly 
observed, and that resolutions are Se ed, and in 
making the returas required to be filed with the registrar of joint 
stock companies. The present book, which now appears in its 
eleventh edition, has for some years past afforded valuable ates 
to secretaries upon these and other similar points, and it been 
revised so as to include the more important of the recent cases and 
also the provisions of the revised Table A. a the book 
there are ome forms which shew how the books of the company— 
both registers and account books—should be kept, and the ordinary 
transactions in the management of the company carried through, 
and explanation is given of particular matters on which secretaries 
are likely to need information, such as the Stock Exchange require- 
ments for granting a quotation. The arrangement and style of the 
book make it very suitable for ready reference. 





The Final Examination, 


IsDERMAUR AND THWAITES’ ARTIOLED CLERK'S GUIDE TO, AND SELF- | 


ARATION FOR, THE Final EXAMINATION: OONTAINING A 


ComPpLETe Coursz oF Strupy, witH Booxs To Bg Reap, Lisr 
oF STATUTES, CasEs, TEST QUESTIONS, QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS, 
AND FULL DETAILS AND PARTICULARS OF THE EXAMINATION BOTH 
FoR Pass aND Honours. SEVENTH Epririon. By Onarizs 
Tawalrtss, Solicitor. Stevens & Haynes. ~ 


The objects and contents of this book sufficiently appear from the 
title-page. In the author's own words, it aims at 2 ap yam to 
students ‘‘ a very complete course of study . . . all reason- 
able assistance to enable them to obtain the success they desire.” 
Accordingly it details the work which the student has to cover and 
shews how his time may be apportioned to the various subjects, It 
also adopts the familiar athet of giving the student the benefit of 
test questions and answers, It is better, as the author would admit, 
to know the books than to busy oneself over test questions, but these 
have their use and they enable the student to discover whether his 
efforts have given him the command of the subject which examiners 
require. 





Equity. 
Tue StrupEent’s GUIDE To THE Parnorpres or Equity. Trap 
Eprtion. By CHartzs Tuwatres. Law Students’ Journal 


This work is one of a series of guides tothe Bar Final Examination. 
It first suggests a course of reading, which includes the leading 
students’ books on equity; it then gives a series of test questions on 
Messrs. Indermaur and Thwaites’ Manual of Equity, while the bulk of 
the work is devoted to a digest of questions— ly those which 
have been set in cnbesbeedinus atenaina The student will find it 
a useful means of testing how far he has mastered the principles of 
the subject. 





Books of the Week. 


The Law of Workmen’s Compensation, with the Irish Rules and 
Forms. By Henry Hanya, LL.B. A nose Barrister-at-Law. 
Second Edition. By the Author and THomas D. Kiycaw, M.A. 
(Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Dublin: Edward Ponsonby. 

The English Reports. Vol. LXXVIII.: King’s Bench Division 
VIL., containing Godbolt; Croke, Elizabsth, W. Green & Sons, 
Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

The German Civil Code, Translated and Annotated, with an His- 
torical Introduction and Appendices. By Cuoune Hur Wana, D.C.L. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Trial of James Stewart (The Appin Murder). Edited by Davin 
N. Maoxkay, Writer, Glasgow. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), ; 

Sweet & Maxwell’s Diary for La for 1908. Edited 

Office, 


by 
Francis A. Sta inGEr, of the Central Royal Courts of Justice, 
and J. JoHNsToN, of the Central Office. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The ‘‘ Father” of the Profession. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Mr. Algernon Field, of es has passed away at a 
patriarchal -_" i was the “Father” of the whole legal srokasion. 
Admitted a solicitor in 1834, his name appears in the current Law List 
for the 73rd time. I have pointed out in previous letters that two 
solicitors in my day (though mow long since dead) took out a 75th 
certificate ! 

The mantle of the “Father” of the joint sion has fallen on 
Mr. Hake, of Brighton, still living there (in his 97th year). He was 
called to the bar in May, 1835, eighteen months earlier than that 
eminent veteran, Mr. Arthur Burrows. 

My old friend, Mr. F. H. Janson, of London, is now the “ Father” 
of the solicitor branch, having been enrolled 72 years ago (Michaelmas, 
1835). 

re as I know, the oldest solicitor in England (in point of age) is 
Mr. Richard Peter, of Launceston. H's son notifies me that, though 
not taking out a certificate, Mr. Peter has entered his 99th year! Let 
us wpe we may be able to congratulate him as the “ centenarian ” 
of m 
I a writing away from home. Franois K. Muwron. 
Nov., 1907. 











The Public Trustee. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—On glancing through a provincial paper this week, I have 
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come acroes the following under the ordinary correspondence columns 


ee “Office of Public Trustee. 

“Sir,—It may interest your readers to know that I opened the 
Office of Pablic Trustee at the under-noted address on the Ist of 
October.—I am, yours faithfully, “C. J. Srewarr. 
“3 and 4, Clement’s-inn, W.C. 
Is it quite consistent with the dignity of a public office to advertise 
in this way, and is it quite fair to eeek to divert work to the office by 

means of such advertisement ! VIGILANCE. 


” 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Deed—Misrepreseotation—Plea of Non est Pactum.—Where a 
executing a deed knows that it deals with certaia property, 
t, does not inform himself as to the manner in which it deals with 
the y, or as to its contents, he cannot set up the plea of non 
est m because there has been a misrepresentation to him as to its 
effect. One who held property as a nomines was requested by his 
insipal to execute a deed ‘‘ transferring” the property. The deed 
Sn tanner the property, but not in the sense understood by the 
nominee. It was a mort which included a covenant whereby the 
nominee became personally liable for the mortgage money. It was 
held that, since the deed in fact dealt with the property, and the 
resentation was only as to its contents, the nominee could not 
escape under the plea of non est factum. Moreover, the suggestion 
in Bagot v. Chapman (1907, 2 Ch. 222, at p. 228) that a deed can be 
severed, and held good as to ped ys dealing with property, and void 
as to the part creating a personal liability, is not to be relied on.— 
HowatTson v. Wess (Warrington, J., Feb. 22; affirmed C.A., Oct. 
25) (1907, 1 Ch. 537 ; ante, p. 11). 


Voluntary Settlement—Doelaying Oreditors—Avoidance under 
13 Eliz. ¢. 5.—Under 13 Eliz. c. 5 conveyances made to the intent 
to delay, hinder, or defraud creditors are void, save in favour of 
purchasers for good consideration and without notice; but whether a 
conveyance of particular property will have the effect of defeating credi- 
tors so as to fall within the statute will depend upon whether they could 
have had recourse to it but for the conveyance. For this purpose 
they must haves remedy against it by execution, and the scope of 
the statute has been from time to time extended as various kinds of 
property have been made available for creditors either by legal or 
Squitable execution. By the Judgments Acts, 1838 and 1840, a charging 
order can be obtained on stocks and shares, whether standing in the 
name of the debtor or of a trustee for him, and also on any interest in 
stocks or shares. It has been doubtful how far these Acts apply 
where the debtor is entitled only to share in the proceeds of sale of 
stocks or shares left in trust for sale. Where, however, the trust will 
not necessarily be executed, and the debtor may ultimately take the 
stocks or shares, or part of them, in specie, he has an interest therein 
which can be the subject of a charging order; and this is so in the 
case of an ordinary trust for sale and conversion, and for division of 
the proceeds among 4 class after the death of a tenant for life. Hence 
a settlement by a member of the class of his share under the will, 
when he is ineolvent, tends to defeat creditors, and may be avoided 
under 13 Eliz. c. 5.—IpEAt Beppine Co. (Limtrep) v. HoLianp 
(Kekewich, J., April 24) (1907, 2 Ch. 157). 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN COLMAN AND WATSON. 
No, 1. 1st Nov. 


Practice — Arrzat — Practice anp Procepure— Enrorcrsc Awarp— 
Axsrreation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), ss. 1, 12—JupicaturE 
Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 16), s. 1, suB-secTioN 4. 

An from an order of a judge at chambers upon an application to enforce 
an i ok section 12 "fhe Arbitration Act, 1889, lies direct to the Court of 
Appeal, the matter being one of practice and procedure within the meaning of 
section 1, sub-section 4, of the Judicature Act, 1894. 

Appeal irom an order of Pickford, J., at chambers. One Watson 
arran to take a lease of a house from one Colman, but subsequently 
he asked to be released, and offered to pay £50. Colman agreed to 
release him, but ref the £50, and the parties agreed to appoint 
an independent person to fix the amount. The person so appointed 


fixed the amount at £243, and Colman took out an originating sum- 
mons under section 12 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, which was in- 
tituled in the matter of the arbitration and in the matter of the 


the above arbitration in the same manner as a judgment or order to 
the same effect.”” The master gave leave to enforce the award by 
issuing execution, but Pickford, J., reversed this order, holding that 
the assessment of the amount was a valuation and not an award in an 
arbitration, and that, therefore, there was no jurisdiction to make an 
order under section 12 of the Act. Colman a pealed to the Court of 
Appeal. Upon the appeal coming on, a preliminary objection was 
taken on behalf of Watson that this was not a matter of practice and 
procedure within section 1, sub-section 4, of the Judicature Act, 1894, 
and that therefore the appeal ought to have been brought to the 
Divisional Court and not to the Court of Appeal. ‘It was contended 
that a matter of practice and procedure must be in a matter already 
in the High Court: Watson v. Petts (47 W. R. 68; 1899, 1 Q. B. 54); 
Long v. Great Northern and City Railway Co. (50 W. R. 402; 1902, 
1K. B. 813); Re Frere (53 W. R. 242; 1905, 1 K. B. 366). There 
must be a matter in the court prior to and independently of the 
application in question. Here the originating summons for leave ‘to 
enforce the so-called award was the only matter in the High Court, 
Re Shaw and Ronaldson (1892, 1Q. B. 91), Ex parte Caucasian Trading 
Corporation (44 W. R. 439; 1896, 1. Q. B. 368), and section 1 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, were also referred to. 

THe Court (VavcHan Wiuiams, L.J., and Bienam, J.) overruled 
the objection. 

VaueHan Wiiuiams, L.J., said that it was common ground that 
there must be some cause or matter depending in the High 
Court when the pata sd application was made to enable the 
appeal to be brought to the Court of Appeal direct. By section 1 of 
the Arbitration Act, 1889, a submission ‘shall have the same effect in 
all respects as if it had been made an order of court.’’ A submission 
within the Arbitration Act, 1889, was defined by section 27 to be a 
written agreement to submit present or future differences to arbitration, 
whether an arbitrator was named therein or not. In his opinion, 
when there was a submission to arbitration within the Act, they must 
treat the submission as if it had been made an order of the court; 
assuming, therefore, the submission came within the Arbitration Act, 
1889, the ap ie was properly brought to this court. 

Bienam, J., agreed. 

Tue Court then decided upon the merits that the assessment of the 
amount to be paid was a mere valuation and not an award in an 
arbitration, and that, therefore, there was no jurisdiction to give leave 
to enforce the award under section 12 of the Arbitration Act, 1889.— 
CounseL, W. HE. Hume Williams, K.C., and A. M. Bremner; 
Montague Lush, K.C., and D. M. Hogg. Soxicirors, Ashurst, 
Morris, Crisp, & Co.; F. Lawson Lewis. 

[Reported by W. F, Bazry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHALLONER ». ROBINSON. No. 2. Ist Nov. 


Distress—Goops or UNpERLESsEE—DrsTress ror Rent Dvz rrom Heap 
Lessee—Exemptions—Pusitic Trape—Proprirtary C.ius — Pictures 
Sent ny Memsers or Crus ror Exntstrion anp Satz on Commission, 


Pictures sent by members of a proprietary club to the committee of the club for 
exhibition or sale are not delwered to the proprietor of the elub to be ‘‘ managed in 
the way of his trade,” and are consequently liable to distress by the head lessors 
for rent due, even though the arrears were due, not from the proprietor of the club, 
who was an underlessee, but from the head lessees. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Neville, J. The plaintiff was 
the proprietor of a proprietary club called the United Arts Club; he 
was tenant from year to year of, and occupied for the purposes of the 
club, certain rooms forming part of No. 26, King-street, St. James’s, 
known as Willis’s Restaurant, under an agreement with 
Edouard Willis’s Restaurant (Limited), who were the lessees of the 
restaurant under a lease for a long term of years from the defendants. 
The plaintiff undertook all the liabilities of the United Arts Club, and 
received all the profits, but the management of the club was in the 
hands of a committee, of which he was a member. One of the objects 
of the club was to facilitate the sale of pictures and other works of 
art by the members of the club, and for this purpose constant exhibi- 
tions were held. Pictures and other articles exhibited were sold by 
the club, who retained a commission of ten per cent., which belonged 
to the plaintiff as part of his profits. Only members of the club could 
send pictures to the exhibitions, which were not open to the public 
on payment, but only to persons introduced by members or invited, 
and very numerous invitations were issued. In May, 1907, the defen- 
dants put in a distress for six quarters’ rent due to them from Edouard 
Willis’s Restaurant (Limited), and seized under the distress certain 
pee which had been sent to one of the club exhibitions then bei 

eld by members of the club. The plaintiff brought this action, 
moved before Neville, J., for an injunction to restrain the defendants 
from proceeding with the distress. At the hearing in the court below 
the defendants waived any objection, on the ground that the pictures 
seized did not belong to the plaintiff, but to the artists who sent them, 
and consented to the case being determined as between them and the 
artists. Neville, J., came to the conclusion that as the law stood he 
was bound to hold that the pictures in question were liable to distress, 
unless the plaintiff could make out that the pictures had been delivered 
to him to be “‘managed’”’ in the course of his trade, and it was estab- 
lished that the trade must be a public trade; it had been held that 
this was not confined to cases where the trader was obliged to sell to 
all the public, but his lordship thought that the trading must be open 
to all the public. In the present case the plaintiff was not carrying 
on the trade of a commission agent for all who chose to deal with 





Arbitration Act, 1889, ‘“‘for leave to enforce the award . . . in 


him; his trade was essentially a private trade, and for this reason | 
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his lordship felt bound to hold that the pictures were not exempt from 
distress. ‘The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FietcnHer Movuiton and 
FarweE.., L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., read the following judgment of the court: 
The question on this appeal is as to the right of the defendants, the 
superior landlords of premises in King-street, St. James's, to whom 
large arrears of rent are due, to levy a distress upon certain pictures 
and works of art, the property of various artists, which were upon 
the premises when the distress was put in. By the common law a 
landlord is entitled to distrain upon yes the demised premises 
without reference to the ownership of the goods. This is the general 
rule; but it is subject to certain exceptions, which are as well estab- 
lished as the rule itself. Any man claiming the benefit of one of these 
exceptions must satisfy the court that his case falls within the exce 
tion. No considerations of hardship can avail the man whose pot 
are thus taken te satisfy a debt which he has not contracted to pay. 
The rights of the landlord are purely legal, and so are the exceptions. 
Now in the leading case of Simpson v. Hartopp (1 Smith L. C. 421), 
decided in the year 1743, Willes, C.J., laid down the exceptions with 
reat accuracy, and the words used by him must be taken to precisely 
Gefine and limit the exceptions. The only one material for this appeal 
is the second—namely, ‘‘ things delivered to a person exercising a public 
trade, to be carried, wrought, worked uP, or managed in the way of 
his trade or employ.’’ In Clarke v. Millwall Dock Co. (17 Q. B. D. 
494), Lord Herschell, dealing with this particular exception, said, at 
p. 499: “I am of opinion that we are limited in this case by the 
strict terms of the exception. It is very difficult to find any sound 
principle upon which to explain the law of distress and to support 
the various decisions. No doubt the general law which enables a 
landlord to distrain the goods of a third person upon the tenant’s 
remises is, as was said in argument, anomalous, and the exception 
in question is also anomalous. I think that we cannot go beyond the 
terms of the definition of the exception.’’ That statement, which is 
in accordance with a long line of authorities, binds this court. Some 
difficulty has been felt with reference to two words in this exception. 
First, what is the meaning of a “public trade’’? Secondly, what is 
the meaning of ‘‘managed’’? In view of the facts it is not necessary 
to consider the first question, upon which we had a very learned argu- 
ment from Mr. Foa. And as to the second question, it is sufficient to 
say, in favour of the appellants, that, according to a long course of 
decisions, the word ‘‘managed’’ must be taken in a wide sense, so 
as to include, if not to be equivalent to, ‘‘disposed of.’’ Goods sent 
to a factor or to an auctioneer are thus held protected. It remains 
to consider the facts of the present case. [His lordship stated the 
facts and read the rules and regulations of the club, and continued :] 
These being the facts, we think the true view is that the pictures 
were not delivered to Mr. Challoner, but were delivered to the picture 
committee; and, further, that if, contrary to the above view, they 
were delivered to Mr. Challoner, they were certainly not delivered to 
him to be “‘managed in the way of his trade.’ His trade or business 
is that of a club proprietor, and not that of a picture dealer. It cannot 
be held that he ‘“‘manages’’ the pictures in any sense of the word.-. 

The pictures are under the ‘‘entire management’’ of the committee 
according to the rules. It has scarcely been argued that the artists 
or the club or the picture committee are carrying on any trade or 
business within the meaning of the exception. We have dealt with 
the case as though the artists were co-plaintiffs with Mr. Challoner. 
But, treating the writ as so amended, we can see no legal ground upon 
which the exemption of the pictures from distress can be supported. 
In our opinion Neville, J., was right in refusing the injunction sought 
for, though we prefer to base our judgment upon the grounds above 
stated rather than upon the meaning of the words “public trade.’’ 
The appeal must be dismissed, with costs.—CounsreL, Jenkins K.C., 
and Foad; Peterson, K.C., and Whinney. Soxicrrors, Tyrrell, Lewis, 
Lewis, & Broadbent ; Gresham, Davies, & Dallas. 

[Reported by J. I. Srretiva, Barrister-at Law.) 


Re HAZELDINE’S TRUSTS. No. 2. Ist Nov. 


Mortcace—Reat Estate Sussect to Discretionary Trust For Oon- 
VERSION—ReENTS AND Prorrrs or Unconvertep Rea Esrare—Payment 
Intro Court— Payment Ovr—Srarvutes or Luwrration—ExtincuisnMent 
or Morteacers’ Trtte—Reat Prorserty Lrurration Act, 1833 (3 & 4 
Wit. 4, c. 27), s 34—Reat Property Louration Act, 1874 (87 & 
38 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 8. 

The principle that a fund will be paid out of court to a mortgagor only on the 
terms of his doing equity by paying to a mortgagee all that is due to him under a 
mortgage on which he ean no longer sue, by reason of the Statutes of Limitation 
having barred the right of action, does not apply to a case where the mortgagees’ 
title has become extinguished under section 34 of the Real Property Limitation 
Aet, 1833. 


_This was an appeal from a decision of Warrington, J. G. J. Hazel- 
dine by his will dated the 24th of July, 1874, gave his residuary real 
and personal estate to his trustees upon trust to sell and convert at 
their discretion and divide the proceeds among his four children in 
equal shares. The testator died on the 15th cf March, 1878. At the 
date of his death the testator was entitled to an estate pur autre vie 
in a certain freehold house. The trustees, in the exercise of their 
discretion, retained the property, and treated it as formin part of the 
testator’s estate. In 1889 two of the children poctorass interests 
in this property and “‘the proceeds thereof.” In 1 and 1905 the 


representing the shares of the mortgagors in the rents and profits of 
this property. No part of the principal secured by the mortgage, nor 
any interest thereon, was ever B pe nor was acknowledgment of 
the right thereto ever given to mortgagors. summons was taken 
out  d the mortgagees for payment out to them of the funds in court, 
but their application was dismissed with costs. The mertqngrs nowy, 
took out a gee to have phe = id to them. : e one 

agees were made parties to this ication. arri +» was o 
Solnies that the penicipis of Re Lined (51 W. R. 177 +1908, 1 Ch. 385) 
applied, and that the payment out could only be sanctioned on con- 
dition that the mortgagors satisfied the mortgagees’ claim for principal 
and interest under their prom ge The mortgagors ap 

Tae Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FLETcHer 
Farwet, L..JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the application by the mortgagees. 
could only have been dismissed on the ground that their title had been 
extinguished under section 34 of the Real Property Limitation Act,. 
1883. They had not appealed against that decision, and the matter was: 
res judicata. The mortgagors had made the present application for pay- 
ment out, and Warrington, J., had held that the principle of he 
Tloyd applied, so that, though no action could be brought on the 
covenant, the mortgagors were not entitled to get the money out of 
court unless they did equity. In that case, however, the title of the 
mortgagees wus not extinguished. Here their title was extinguished. 
The only equity in favour of the mortgages arose out of and affected 
the mortgaged property by virtue of the mortgage. If the mort 
was extinguished the mortgagees had no more title to or interest in 
= —_ than any other stranger. The appeal must, therefore, be 
allowed. 

Fretcner Movtrton, L.J., a 4 

Farwet, L.J., delivered G gment allowing the appeal.—CounseL, 
Romer, K.C., and Hales; Edward Beaumont. Soutcitons, W. H. 
Hales ; Hicks, Arnold, & Modey. 

[Reported by J. I. Srimure, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v, MAYOR OF BRIGHTON. Joyce, J. 3st Oct. 


Snor Hovns Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 31), s. 1—Ciosmce Ornver— 
ReasonasLeE Onpsr—Suors oy Any Spsgcirierpy Crass—Same Trape nvr 
Dirrerent Ciasses or Custromerns—‘‘ On tur Szverat Days or THE 
Weex’’—Orpee Arrectinc Onze Day Onty—Fencrion or tue 
AUTHORITY UNDER THE Act. 


An order for the compulsory closing of shops, under the Shop Hours Act, 1904, 
is not unreasonable because the order affects shops whose customers are of @ 
different class from customers of the majority of shops approving the order. 
Section 1 of the Shop Hours Act, 1904, 

The local authority having obtained the approval of the Home Secretary in 
respect of the order are functi officio, and cannot be proceeded against in an 
action for an injunction restraining them from enforcing the order. 

L. Hyman, the relator in this case, carried on business at Brighton 
a3 a hairdresser and barber. The defendants as the local authority 
under the Shop Hours Act, 1904, made an order for the comp 
closing of all hairdressers’ and barbers’ shops, including the rel S 
shop at Brighton, after 2 p.m. on Thursdays. The cle was made 
with the approval of a two-thirds <r of the occupiers of the 
shops to be affected by the order, and was confirmed by the Home 
Secretary. The relator’s trade was one which was principally carried 
on in the daytime, while the majority in favour of the order was: 
chiefly composed of shops whose customers came early in the morning 
and Tate at night. The relator’s case was that the order was un- 
reasonable, and further, that as the order did not “ fix the hours om 
the several days of the week (as well as Thursday) at which”’ the 
shops were to be closed, the order did not comply with section 1 of 
the Act, and was invalid. The action was for an injunction. against. 
the defendants from proceeding with the proposed order and a 
declaration that the proposed order was wltra vires. 

Joyce, J., said that the action was entirely misconceived. The 
defendants had done everything they were meant to do under the 
Act, and were functi officio. The classification “hairdressers and 
barbers” was sufficient under the Act. The effect of the words in 
seetion 1 of the Act was “on the several days of the week’’ or 
any of them. If it were necessary to fix the hours on every day of the 
week, the order should fix the hours for a x on Sunday as 
well.—Counset, Younger, K.C., and Ernest Todd; Hughes, Kc, 
and Z. Zz. jhe te 08 Soricrrors, Chamberlain & Co.; Boxall & 
Boxall; for Hugo T , Brighton. 


[Reported by A. 8. Orré, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re C, E. ORLEBAR (DECEASED), WYNTER v. ORLEBAR. Neville, J. 
19th and 26th Oct.; 2nd Nov. 


Estate Durv—Incipence—GeneraL Power or Aprornrment—Arpormrep 
Funp — Restpve—No Dreecrion to Pay Testamentary Expsnses— 
Foxance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), 8. 9 (1), 
A testatriz having under the trusts of her marriage settlement a power 
of appointment over one-half of the settled appointed by a to her will 
such one-half to her trustees on trust for phy mp he | Orlebar and 





trustees paid into court, under the Trustee Act, 1895, certain sums 
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On a summons we baa out to have it determined whether the estate duty pay- 
able in respect of the appointed fund was payable out of that fund or out of the 
estate of the testatriz, 


general 
Held, that the estate duty was payable out of the general personal estate of the 
testatriz 


Under the settlement made on her marriage dated the 7th of April, 1834, 
Charlotte Elizabeth Orlebar had, in the event of her surviving her husband, 
which event happened, a special power of appointment by deed or will among 
the children of the marriage of the trust estate, and also a general power 
of appointment by deed or will over one-half of the trust estate. On the 
19th of September, 1884, Mrs. Orlebar executed a deed-poll (her husband 
then being dead) and thereby irrevocably appointed the sum of 
£2,021 16s. 2d., the proceeds of sale of part of the trust estate, to her 
daughter, the plaintiff Mrs. Wynter, absolutely, and released her life 
interest in such sum, but did not specify under which of her powers 
of appointment she made such appointment. By her will dated 
the "Tith of June, 1896, Mrs. Orlebar appointed John Thomas Green 
and Frederic Thomas Tanqueray executors and trustees thereof, and after 
reciting the settlement and deed-poll declared that the appointment by the 
said deed-poll of the 19th of September, 1884, was intended to be in 
exercise of her special power of appointment, and further appointed in 
exercise of her special power of appointment to her daughter such sum as 
would when the eaid sum of £2,021 16s. 2d. was brought into account 
make Mrs. Wynter’s share up to half of the trust fund, and in exercise 
of her general power of appointment appointed the remaining one- 
half of the trust fund to her grandson, the defendant Orlando R bert 
Aplin Orlebar, and after bequeathing certain pecuniary legacies and 
pee certain real estate to the plaintiff Mrs. Wynter, the testatrix 
d and bequeathed the residue of her real and personal estate 
to her trustees upon trust to invest the same and pay the income to the 
plaintiff Mrs. Wynter for life, and after her death to pay certain legacies 
therein specified, and the residue (if any) to the defendant Edward Charles 
Molyneux. By a codicil dated the 17th of May, 1898, to her will the testatrix 

the appointment thereby made to her grandson Orlando Robert 

Aplin Orlebar, in exercise of her general power of appointment under her 
settlement of one-half of the original trust funds, and in lieu 

thereof and in exercise of her said general power of appointment appointed 
such one-half of. the original trust funds to the trustees of her said will 
upon trust for investment and to pay the income arising therefrom to her 
said and after his death to divide the same equally between such 
of his children living at his death as should have or should thereafter 
attain twenty-one years, and in default of such issue upon trust for the 
tiff Mrs. Wynter absolutely. By a second codicil dated the 12th of 
1902, the testatrix revoked the appointment of her executors and 
trustees contained in her said will, and appointed the plaintiffs Valentina 
A Wynter, wife of Rev. G. E. Wynter, and Herbert Warren executors 
trustees thereof, and gave certain directions as to the payment of the 
income of her residuary estate which are not material to the question raised 
on the tsummons. The testatrix died on the 5th of January, 1905, and 
her er with the two codicils thereto, were duly proved by the 
tiffs on the 28th of February, 1905. There was no other appointment 
under either of the powers of appointment given by the marriage settlement 
other than those already mentioned. The testatrix did not, either by her 
will or by the codicils thereto, give any direction with regard to the pay- 
ment of her testamentary pea or the estate duty which would be payable 
on her death in respect of the one-half share of the trust funds comprised 
in the marriage settlement which was appointed by her in exercise of her 
power of appointment. After the death of the testatrix the 
mestion was raised whether the estate duty payable in respect of the 
appointed fund was payable out of that fund or out of the general 
estate of the testatrix, and the present summons was taken out 

the trustees to have the question determined. For the appointee it was 
that estate duty was a on the general personal estate, as the 

ted fund passed to the executor as such: Re Moore, Moore v. Moore (45 

Lictrons’ Jounnat, 312; 49 W. R. 373; 1901, 1 Ch. 691), a decision of 
gg Re Dixon, Penfold vy. Dixon (46 Souicrrons’ Jougna, 137; 50 
W. RB. 203; 1902, 1 Ch. 248), adecision of Buckley, J.; Re Fearnsides, Baines 
v. Chadwick (51 W. R. 186; 1903, 1 Ch. 250), a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. 
For the resid legatee it was said that the appointed fund should bear 
its own duty. fund of this kind was made liable by the Act 23 Vict. c. 
15 to probate op 6 The Finance Act, 1894, merely substituted estate 
duty for _ uty. Executor as such must mean virtute oficii: Re 
Treasure, Wild v. Stanham (44 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 675; 48 W. R. 696; 
, 2 Oh. 648), a decision of Kekewich, J.; Re Power, Re Stone, Acworth 
Z (45 Soxscrtors’ Jovnnat, 707 ; 49 W. R. 678; 1901, 2 Ch. 659), a 

of Byrne, J.; Re Maddock, Llewelyn v. Washington (1901, 2 Ch. 

2, 49 W. R. Dig. 77), a decision of Kekewich, J.; Re Dodson, Gibson v. 

(51 Soricrrons’ Jovanat, 230; 1907, 1 Ch. 284), a decision of 
Warrington, J. 

Nevius, J.—The question in the present case is whether personal 

y sppointed by will under a general power is charged with estate 

| ag whether such duty is payable out of the general personal estate. 

In arriving at a conclusion I have the advantage not only of the arguments 

of counsel, but of the judgments of no fewer than five learned judges of 


i 


ath 


F 


the Chancery Division, three of whom have decided that it is so charged | 
that it is not. The point turns upon the meaning to be attached | 


E 
q 


words ‘property which does not paes to the executor as such,” 
are found in section 9, sub-section 1, of the Finance Act, 1894. 
the passing of that Act it had been decided : (1) That, in the case of a 
power of appointment over personal property the mere appointment 
executor without more does not operate as an execution of the power ; 
that, where the power is executed and an executor appointed the eo A 
pase to Bim and become ligble in equity to the payment of the 


iG 


g 
g 


ic 


testator’s debts; (3) that in the case last mentioned it did not pass to 
the executor virtute oficii so as to become liable to probate duty prior to 
the Act 23 Vict. c. 15, which éxtended the duty to and made it a charge 
upon such pe. Bearing these decisions in mind, I now pass to the 


construction of the Finance Act, 1894, itself. By section 2, sub-section 
la, estate duty payable in respect of property of which the deceased wag 
at the time of his death competent to dispose. By section 6, sub-section 
2, it is provided that the executor shall pay the estate duty in respect of 
all personal property of which the testator was competent to dispose at his 
death. By section 8, sub-section 3, the executor is made accountable for 
the estate duty upon such personal estate to the extent of the assets 
which he has received as executor or might but for his own 
default have received. By section 8, sub-section 4, where property for 
which the executor is not accountable passes on death the person to 
whom it passes is accountable. By section 9, sub-section 1, a rateable 
part of the estate duty in proportion to the value of any property 
which does not pass to the executor as such is to be a first charge upon 
it. Now, the fact that personal property appointed undera general power 
does not pass to the executor as such in every sense except the narrow 
sense of virtute offi, under the decision of Drake v. Attorney-General (10 
Cl. & F. 257), seems to me clear. It passes to him, although the appoint- 
ment be in favour of another, and it only passes to him because he is 
executor. It is true that it does not pass to him upon his appointment 
alone because the power must be executed also, but, this done, it passes 
to him as executor. Is there any ground for applying this very narrow 
construction to the words? I can find none, unless it be one that a 
previous statute made probate duty which is swallowed up in estate duty 
a charge upon the appointed property. I see no reason to suppose 
that these words were intended to refer to the decision in Drake y. 
Attorney-General and to keep alive for the purpose of estate duty 
the distinction between legal and equitable assets now for most purposes 
obsolete. If such had bsen the intention one would expect to find the 
words virtute oficit or their exact equivalent used. The words used in 
section 9 in this regard are so similar to those used in section 8, sub-section 
3, that, unless the context demands it, I do not think a different inter- 
pretation should be put upon them. Now, as Swinfen Eady, J., has 
pointed out, if you apply the restricted meaning to ‘‘ received as executor” 
in section 8, sub-section 3, you get the following result, that if an executor 
receives personal property upon the execution of a general power, which is 
the only personal property of which the testator is at the time of his death 
competent to dispose, although the executor is bound to pay the estate 
duty (section 6, sub-section 2), and accountable for it (section 8, sub-section 
3), he is not liable for it because it is not assets received by him as executor, 
while at the same time this duty cannot come within sub-section 4 
because the categories in sub-sections 3 and 4 are mutually exclusive, 
This would not, I think, be a reasonable construction to put upon 
section 8, while the words in section 9 appear to me to differ 
only so far as is demanded by the context. I therefore come to the con- 
clusion that in this case the estate duty is payable out of the general 
personal estate, following the decisions of Buckley and Swinfen Eady, 
JJ., rather than the decisions of Kekewich, Byrne, and Warrington, JJ. 
The above construction, so far at all events as personal estate subject to a 
general power of ——— is concerned, renders it immaterial whether 
the testator has or has not directed his testamentary expenses to be paid 
out of his general personal estate. Such a direction merely expresses 
what the law implies, and it seems to me that the multiplication of artificial 
distinctions of this kind should, if possible, be avoided: Drake v. Attorney- 
General (suprd).—CounseL, Austen Cartmel; Sheldon; Jenkins, K.C., and 
A, L, Morris. So.icrrons, Balderston § Warrens; Halse, Trustram, § Co., 
ad F. T. Tanqueray, Woburn; Burton, Yeates, ¢ Hart, for W. Parker, 
ame. 
[Reported by Evivanp J. M. Cuaruin, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench 
_ Division. 
CROSSLEY BROS, (LIM.) v. LEE. Div. Court, 29th and 30th Oct. 


Frxtures—Lanpitorp anp Tegnant—Disrraint—Macuine on CoNCRETE 
Ben Screwep To Botts Sunk in THe Concrete. 


A gas-engine, laid on a bed of concrete and screwed down on to bolts sunk im the 
concrete, is a fixture, possibly severable by the tenant, but a fixture and, therefore, 
not distrainable. 

So held, on the authority of Hobson v. Gorringe (1896, 41 Soxrorrors 
Journal, 154; 1897, 1 Ch. 182). The principle of law is correctly stated, but 
incorrectly applied, in Hellawell v. Eastwood (1850, 20 L. J. Ex. 154). 


Appeal from the county court. Under a hire-purchase agreement 
the plaintiffs, who were engineers, delivered one of their Otto gas- 
engines to one Jones. By the agreement the engine was hired to 
| Jones, but it was agreed that Jones might purchase it for £49 13s. 4d. 
| “at any time during the hire.’’ By clause 10: ‘“‘ If such purchase be 

effected the owners hereby agree to give credit for all payments 
made previously under the agreement, provided always and it is hereby 
| mutually agreed and declared that unless and until a purchase 

effected the said engine and accessories shall be and continue the sole 
roperty of the owner, and the hirer shall remain bailee only thereof.” 

| The engine was fixed upon the premises of Jones by the plaintiffs’ 
| fitter in the following manner:—A rectangular hole was excavated in 
the floor. At each corner of the hole a bolt was set up, being 
fastened into the ground, 
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The hole was filled with concrete, making 
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raised bed. The engine was then laid on the bed and screwed 


fen on to the bolts. The fitter stated: in cross-examination that 


“the floor was concrete all over where we went,’ and “‘ the engine 
did not rest on a sheet of iron.’ The defendant, the owner of 


Jones’s premises (Jones not having purchased the machine) purported 
to take the engine in distraint at a time when it was not actually 
in use, and sold a part of it. Between the time of distraint and sale 
a part of the engine was removed by sub-tenants of Jones. According 
to the evidence of the man in possession, when he saw the engine 
there was an iron plate between the engine and the concrete bed. 
The engine was screwed down over this plate on to the bolts. The 
plaintiffs brought an action in the county court against the de- 
fendant for damages for this seizure. The county court judge found 
that the bailiff duly made a distraint upon the engine, if it was 
capable of being distrained upon, and he thought he was bound by 
the decision in Hellawell v. Eastwood (1850, 20 L. J. Ex. 154) to 
hold that the engine was a chattel, and not a fixture, and therefore dis- 
trainable. He found the value of the engine to be £22, and of the 
part removed £12, and he gave judgment for the defendant. The 
plaintiffs appealed. 2 

Parumore, J., in the course of a long judgment, said: The 
authorities unquestionably seem to say that fixtures are not dis- 
trainable. The question, therefore, is, Was this engine either an 
irremovable fixture or a fixture severable by the tenant? If it 
belongs to either class it is not distrainable. I agree that the 
court which decided Hellawell v. Eastwood (1850, 20 L. J. Ex. 154) 
would probably say that this engine was not a fixture. If the matter was 
res integra I should like to hold that this engine was a mere chattel. 
But I think we are bound by authority, and that this case is 
indistinguishable from that of Hobson v. Gorringe (1896, 41 
Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 154; 1897, 1 Ch. 182), and I do not think there 
is any practical difference between it and Reynolds v. Ashby ¢& 
Son (1903, 1 K. B, 87). In Hobson v. Gorringe (supra), which is 
enough for my purpose, there was an engine of a similar description 
to that in this case, and it was fastened in the same way, and the 
only suggestion of difference that could be made is that in the former 
case there were some metal plates holding the bolts embedded in the con- 
crete, which was just of sufficient size to hold the engine, and in the 
present case there was either a similar bed, or there was already a con- 
crete floor into which this engine was introduced. If anything, the 
engine in the present case seems more of a fixture than that in Hobson 
v. Gorringe (supra). I think the case of Hobson v. Gorringe (supra) 
is binding upon us, that this engine was a fixture, and that the appeal 
must be allowed. The plaintiffs were really suing in trover, and are 
entitled to the full value of the gas-engine. 

Watton, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, J. A. 
Hamilton, K.C., and Schwabe; T. Beven Beven and Abinger. 
Soxicrrors, H. HZ. Tudor, for Leak & Pratt, Manchester; 2. Voss & Son. 

[Reported by C. G. Morax, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MAYOR, &c., OF LIVERPOOL v. PETER WALKER & SON (LIM.). 
Div, Court. 16th and 17th Oct. 


Licenstnc Law—Compensation ror Licenck Rerusep—Drvision or AMOUNT 
Amoncst Partres Inrenestep—Rersrence or, To Country OCovurt— 
AppzaL From Oounry Court—Pkrrincrpies or Division Berweren Lessor 
anp InrermMepiate Lessee—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. 
c. 43), s. 120—Licensine Act, 1904 (4 Eb. 7, c. 23), s. 2 (1) (2) (3). 
Where the question of the division of an amount of compensation between the 

parties interested in a licence, which has been refused under section 2 (1) of the 

Licensing Act, 1904, is referred to a county court judge under section 2 (3) of that 

Act, an appeal lies from his decision on a point of law to the High Court. 

In dividing such a sum between the lessors and the lessees for a term of the 
licensed premises (it being agreed that the tenant to the lessees should take a sum 
rateably from the two other parties), regard must be had to the rights of the parties 
wnder the lease. If there is nothing in the lease or in the character of the 
property demised which will lead to the value of the property being lessened when 
the reversion accrues, if there is nothing to waste the property, the division will be 
according to the extent and duration of the respective interests—proportions 
determined by actuarial calculation. 

Appeal from the county court. Quarter sessions referred to the county 
court the question of the division of an amount of compensation to be paid to 
the persons interested in certain licensed premises, the licence of w had 
been refused under section 2 of the Licensing Act, 1904. The Inland 
Revenue Commissioners had fixed the amount of compensation for the parties 
interested in the licensed premises at £603. The house was an ante-1869 
beerhouse, and the parties interested were the lessors, the corporation of 
Liverpool, the lessees, Messrs. Peter Walker & Son (Limited), and the 
tenant to the lessees. It was agreed that the tenant should receive £75, 
to be paid rateably by the two other parties. The lessees were brewers 
holding the house at a peppercorn rent on a lease for seventy-five years, of 
which twenty years were unexpired at the date of the extinction of the 
licence. The house was a tied house, of which the rental was £19 10s. 
The lessees were bound by their covenants to keep the house in repair ; 
but they were not bound to maintain the licence or to the 
premises with a licence. In the county court the lessors contended 
that the county court judge was bound as a matter of law to divide 
the sum of £603 between the lessors and the lessees into a proportion 
determined by an actuarial calculation based upon the 4 per cent. interest 
tables. They based this contention upon the analogy of an apportion- 
ment between a tenant for life and remainderman in the case of an 
ordinary freehold estate. On this basis they claimed that £275 was 

yable to the lessors as reversioners of the lease, on which avanly yesee 
ad still to run, and £328 to the lessees. The lessees contended this 


method of apportionment was inapplicable to the division of a 
in respect of the extinction of a licence, and that the county 
udge was entitled to take into account the nature of the interest, the 
vicissitudes to which it was subject, the age and character of the house, 
and the fact that the lessees were under no obligation under their lease to 
maintain the licence or to surrender the premises with a licence. The 
county court judge held that he must infer the Inland Revenue Commid> 
Genes acted, case Se eS ek ee ee 

would have continued, and they took into account all matt 
qqoee with te lover's ot cit the epporonme should be 
agree "s con’ upona 
4 per cent. basis. That it was common know! that a capital sum invested 
te Che tendo Sehcunet Sn ws Recents SONNE Se ties eee ee 
rate of interest than 4 per cent. What 
in this case was the profit on supply. If he was entitled to look at 
the actual profit which the lessees were making, there was evidence that it 
was over £60 a year; but, having heard the evidence, it reason- 
able to assume that over a long course of years it would not a more 
than 8 per cent. on the capital value of £600 ; and he awarded. £120 to the 
lessors and £483 to the lessees. ae eaee 5 Saeeens  aaee 
lines in respect of the division of another sum (of compensation) referred 
to him under section 2 (3) of the Act. The 
Puiturmore and Watton, JJ., were of opinion (1) that as, if quarter 
sessions had made the division, they could state a case for the of 
the High Court on a point of law, by vt. yet the 
decision of the county cotton’ th of the Lies law was 
referred to him under section 3 (2) of the cpa veg fare 1904, => 
dividing the £603 the rights of each party under lease must be taken 


j 


into account, and if there was nothing in the lease or in the character of 
the property demised which would to the value of the property being 
lessened when the reversion accrued, if there was nothing to waste the 

y, the division would be according to the extent and dura- 
tion of the ve interests; that the county court properly 
decided that fact that the | were not to 


essees 
the licence was not a matter which 
parties as to the division ; that 
sale of their beer in this tied house was not material or relevant in di 
this sum between the jes, and that the contention of the lessors was 
the correct one—namely, that the sums must be divided in such proportions 
as would give the lessees the pr sent value of an annuity for twen 
and give the reversioner the present value of the deferred the 
interest on which would uce that annuity, and that the rate of interest 
on which the annuit the present value thereof should be calculated 
should be the usual rate in this country for money foreborne when the 
security is ample, and no part of the interest is required for insurance 
against risk—in this case agreed at 4 per cent. Accordingly after 
deducting £75 rateably from each, the lessors would get £240 16s., and the 
lessees £287 4s. (3) That or. was ona point of law.—Oounsst, 
Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., and ee Cor K.0., and F, FE. Smith, 
Soricrrors, Venn ¢ Co., for the Town : Liverpool ; Berry ¢ Co., 


Liverpool. 
[Reported by 0. G. Moaay, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
LEWIS v. LEWIS AND OTHERS. Bargrave Deane, J, 
18th Oct.; 4th Nov. 


Pronate—Witt—Serarate Sazers—Arracument—Wiits Act, 1837 (1 
Vicr. c. 26)—Wiits Acr Amenpment Act, 1852 (15 Vicr. c. 24). 
Where a testator, who had written his will on one half sheet of paper and his 
signature on a second half sheet, pointed to his pony holding both pieces 
paper Lege while the two attesting witnesses their names on the first 
half sheet, it was 
Held, that the will conformed to the provisions of the Wille Act Amendment 
Act, 1852 (15 Veet. ¢. 24). 


Probate action. The plaintiff, sister and only next-of-kin of one David 
Lewis, who died the 6th of May, 1905, claimed to be the only person 
entitled in distribution to the mal estate of the deceased in case he 
should be declared to have intestate, and also sought the revocation 
of a grant of letters of administration with a pretended will an 
dated the 17th of April, 1905, which had been granted on the 7th 
June, 1905, to her. defendants, who were legatees under the said 
will, denied that the testator had died intestate, and on sels that 
plaintiff was omnes from denying the due execution validity of 
said will, having o 
will annexed. They counterclaimed for of the said will 
solemn form of law, and that the court against 
alleged intestacy. In repl , the plaintiff said that the grant was applied 


for under a mistake as to circumstances of the execution, and 
further said that the grant was made under a of true 
d was 

one 


s 


facts and circumstances of the 


another physically or in any way connected with 
inference or implication, and that neither of such pieces of paper 
was si +d and attested so as to conform with the provisions of 
the Wills Act, 1837, or the Wills Act Act, 
Zoom the ovidonse 9 cupeesee tee So. Wi, Sea ee 
elsh, wason two sheets 








David Lewis, late of Tynyowen, in 
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Montgomery. I by this writing do declare to all whom it may concern | Martin, Cecil Hague Scott, Robert Francis Cloete 
to know my will, I, David Lewis send greeting, &c.,’’ then followed a| Morgan, David Thomas Smith, Reginald Russell 


number of bequests, and at the bottom of the sheet were the names of two 
attesting witnesses, but no signature of the testator. On the second half 
sheet was the following : ‘‘I, David Lewis, late of Tynycwen, in the parish 
of Liangurig, in the county of Montgomery, Iam making my will through 
this ting and declaring to all whom it concerns to know my will be it 
known to you.”” On the 30th of April, 1905 the testator asked two friends, 
who had called to see him, to sign a paper which he had already written. 
He then took a folded paper from the kitchen drawer, held it in his hand 
and pointed to the name‘ David Lewis ’’ on the second sheet. They signed 
on the first half sheet. A witness who received the half sheets 
immediately after death stated that he received them folded in a piece of 
blotting-paper, but they were not attached by anything. During the 
argument that followed the following cases were referred to: In the Goods 
of Streatley (39 W. R. 432; 1891, P. 172), Cook v. Lambert (11 W.R. 401, 3 
Sw. & T. 46), In the Goods of Gausden (2 Sw. & T. 362), In the Goods of 
West (32 L. J. P. & M. 182), In the Goods of Horsford (23 W. R. 21, 3 P. & D. 
211), In the Goods of Braddock (1 P. D, 433), and In the Goods of Madden 
(1905, 2 Ir. Rep. 612). Cur. adv. vult. 

Nov. 4.—Barcrave Deane, J, said that he believed the attesting 
witnesses who had been called and that the testator never let go the 
folded paper, and that he had turned over part and had said, “‘ This is my 
signature,”’ pointing to the name ‘‘ David Lewis’’ on the second sheet. 
It was not necessary that he should have written it in their presence 
as long as he acknowledged it in their presence. The two half- 
sheets of paper were attached at the moment that the witnesses 

e@ will would be pronounced for. As the litigation had 
been caused partly through the plaintiff’s own fault, she would have to 
pay her own costs, but those of the defendants would come out of the 
estate.—Counset, Barnard, K.C., and Gwynne Hall; Atkin K.C., and 
J. 8. P. Grifith-Jones. Soricirors, Woosnam §& Smith, for Phillips, 
Llanidloes ; Philpot § Morrell, for A. J. Hughes, Aberystwyth. 

[Reported by Dicsy Cores-Parrpy, Barrister-at-Law.]) 








Societies. 


The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The forty-ninth annual general meeting of this society was held on the 
30th ult. at the Law Society’s Hall, Mr. Richard 8. Taylor taking the 


The report stated that the association had now 3,824 members, ard that 
the relief granted during the year amounted to £6,473 13s., a sum much 
in excess of that of any previous year. 

The Cuareman, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the late 
Miss M. J. R. Kinderley had bequeathed to the society the whole of her 
estate. The amount was not at present accurately known, but it would 
be over £10,000. A peculiarity of her will was that she had given a free- 
hold house at Brighton to be converted into a convalescent home for 
solicitors who might need it; but, if the board found this to be undesir- 
able, it was to fall into her legal estate. It had been ascertained that 
there was no desire for a convalescent home, and that it would be better 
to give assistance in the form of annuities or donations, and the house had 
been sold. Had the board possessed the necessary funds they could have 
well and wisely given away a much larger amount than they had found 
—— and there were over fifty applications from solicitors and their 
families to be considered at their next meeting. All they had received 
from annual subscribers during the past year was £2,493, and there were 
16,000 solicitors on the roll. Such an amount was not worthy of the 
profession. Next year the society would reach its jubilee, and the board 
Were very anxious that the funds should be largely increased, the only 
fitting manner in which it could be celebrated. The society had shewn 
its usefulness, and the funds were well and carefully administered. 

The report was unanimously adopted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 16th and 17th of 
October, 1907 : 


Alderson, Joseph Gillitt, Richard Francis 

Baines, Leonard Joseph Haedick, Charles Richard William 
Beetenson, George Hayes Hayter, Sydney Herbert 

Bennett, Donald Hobourn, Robert 

Birch, Harold Hockin, Cyril Owen 

Bowles, Edward Hollinshead, Robert Edward 
Britcliffe, Frank Jamieson, Aubrey 

Brown, William Harold Johnson, Thomas Roscoe 

Burn, Reginald William Knight, Thomas Henry 
Croudace, Arthur Leslie Langstaff, Arthur James 


Ledward, George William 
Loftus, Robert Barham 
Louch, John Trevelyan 
McNair, Frederic Ronald 
Martin, Arthur Charles 


Crowdy, Arthur Alan Gordon 
Davis, Arthur Harvard 

Dell, Wilfred Lawson 

Dodd, Arthur Leigh 

Drake, Francis Hubert 





Titchmarsh, Frederic Lawrance 
Vickery, Robert George Frederick 
Vincent, William Barnett 
Watson, William Geoffrey 

Wells, Cyril Joseph 


Nares, Ramsay Llewellyn Ives 
Noon, Arthur Charles 

Osborn, Frederick James 
Pimblott, William 

Price, William Ewart 


Priestman, Stephen Wilson, William Holt 
Rawlinson, Curwen Vaughan Wilton, Harold 
Richards, David Mansel Poyer Windle, John Lightfoot 
Robinson, Philip Wallace Wood, Tom 


No. of candidates ... 83 Passed... van oo OB 
By order of the Council, 
E. W. Wit.1aMson, 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, Nov. 1st, 1907. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Denatine Socrery.—Oct. 29.—Chairman, Mr. J. E. 0, 
Adams.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘That this House regrets the 
decision in Villars v. Gilbey (1907, A. C. 139).”” Mr. F. A. V. Morse 
opened in the affirmative, Mr. O. W. Hill seconded in the affirmative; Mr, 
H. T. Thomson opened in the negative, Mr. H. Dollman seconded in the 
negative. The following members continued the debate: Messrs. Hart, 
Harnett, Pleadwell, Henderson, Dowding, Ogilvie. The motion was lost 
by twelve votes. 








Obituary. 


Mr. A. S. Field. 


Mr. Algernon Sidney Field, solicitor, of Leamington, died on the 3lst 
ult., in his ninety-fifth year. He was formerly clerk of the peace 
for Warwickshire and clerk to the county council. He was a lineal 
descendant of Oliver Cromwell through his grandmother, Anne Cromwell, 
He was admitted in 1834, and had an important practice at Leamington. 
_ acted as election agent for several Liberal candidates for Warwick- 
shire. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Professor T. E. Houtanp, K.C., and Mr. T. H. Carson, K.C., have 
been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of Lincoln's-inn, in 
succession to the late Mr. Hammond Chambers, K.C., and the late Judge 
Mulholland, K.C. 

Sir Hersert Cozens-Harpy, M.R., has been elected Master of the Library 
at Lincoln’s-inn for the ensuing year. Mr. Pemproxe Steruens, K.O., has 
been elected Dean of the Uhapel, Sir Henny ALExanper Gurrarp, K.C., 
will be Keeper of the Black Books, and Lord Justice Vavucnan WILLIAMs 
will be Master of the Walks. 


Mr. Justice C. J. Townsuenp has been promoted to the Chief Justiceship 
of the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia, and Mr. F. A. Laurence, M.P., has 
been made a Justice of the Supreme Court of the colony. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Apert Catkin Lewis and Epwarp Joun Sroxes, solicitors (Calkin 
Lewis & Stokes), 2, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, London. March 31. 
Such business will be carried on in the future by the said Edward John 
Stokes. [ Gazette, Nov. 1. 


Hersert Arraur Dickins and CHaries Samvet Vincent, solicitors 
(Marshal & Co.), 96, King-street, Hammersmith, and 9, Fleet-street, 
London. Oct. 9. 


Henry Recrnatp WanssrovGH, Jonn Lanostarre Dickinson, WILLIAM 
James Roprnson, and Watrer Heneay Tarver, solicitors (Wansbrough, 
Dickinson, Robinson, & Tayler), Bristol, Weston.super-Mare, and Melks- 
ham. Oct. 31. The said Henry Reginald Wansbrough, William James 
Robinson, and Walter Henry Tayler will continue to practise under the 
style or firm of Wansbrough, Robinson, & Tayler at Bristol and Melksham ; 
the said John Langstaffe Dickinson will continue to practise in his own 
name at Weston-super- Mare. [ Gazette, Nov. 5. 





Information Required. 


Leorotp Pottarp THamas (deceased).—Any one having in their posses- 
sion a Will of the late Mr. Leopold Pollard Thamas, who died on the 7th 
of October last, at No. 5, St. James’s-street, S.W., and believed to have 
been made in May, 1901, or knowing where it is to be found, is requested 
to communicate immediately with Messrs. Godden, Son, & Holme, of 34, 
Old Jewry, London, E.O., solicitors for the widow of the deceased. 


General. 


It is stated that Mr. OC, Carrington, the Senior Chan Registrar at the 
Royal Oourts of Justice, has resigned his weushees 
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It is announced that in consequence of the heavy character of the 
calendar at Chelmsford, the assizes there have been adjourned until 
Tuesday morning, the 3rd of December. 


The forty-sixth meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee 
was held on the 30th ult., at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir 
Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. e committee proceeded with the 
consideration of questions referred to them and the evidence, upon a 
memorandum prepared by the chairman. 


The recent death of Mr. Algernon 8. Field, solicitor, of Leamington, a 
descendant of Oliver Crom well on the distaff side, reminds one, says the 
Westminster Gazette, that the Protector, like so mapy other great Fnglish- 
men, has no living descendant in the male line, which ended long ago 
with the death of Oliver Cromwell, an attorney, the son of a Snow-hill 
grocer. 

Referring to Lord Halsbury’s work on the Laws of England, the 
Westminster Gazette says that many volumes will be required to cover the 
whole legal alphabet. Things can be managed very differently in countries 
where the law is codified ; their codes can be purchased for a few pence. 
In Germany, for example, the various codes are included in ‘‘ Reclam’s 
Universal-Bibliothek,’’ and most of them can be bought for twopence- 
halfpenny each ; the largest, the Civil Code, costs under one shilling. 


Perpetuating a family name is, says the American Law Review, illustrated 
by the case of Bales v. Bales Chapel Baptist Church, in the Kansas City 
Court of Appeals. The defendant church demurred to a petition by 
members of the Bales family to have the defendant perpetually enjoined 
from changing its name and the name of the church. The court over- 
ruled the demurrer to the petition on the ground that the proposed change 
of name would defeat the purpose of the gift, which was a continuing 
one. 


There was a large gathering at the Manchester Town Hall on Monday, 
on the occasion of the presentation to the corporation of a portrait of Sir 
William H. Talbot, the town clerk. The picture, says the Times, is the 
work of Mr. Tom Mostyn, and it was commissioned by members of the 
city council and others to some extent to mark the honour of knighthood 
recently conferred upon the town clerk. Sir William Talbot suitably 
acknowledged the honour. A replica of the portrait was presented to 
Lady Talbot. 


An important indication of the state of feeling in France on the question 
of capital punishment which tends to confirm the continued protests made 
by French juries against its practical suspension by the too frequent 
exercise of the Presidential prerogative of pardon is, says the Paris cor- 
respondent of the Times, given by the result of a referendum organised by 
the Petit Parisien, one of the most widely circulated of the popular 
Republican organs. That journal asked its readers to answer by a simple 
‘Yes’? or ‘‘No” whether they were partisans of the death penalty. It 
has received no fewer than 1,412,000 replies to this question. Of these 
1,083,000 were in the affirmative and 328,000 in the negative. The Petit 
Parisien says that in organising this referendum it had no political object in 
view, but merely wished to submit to its readers a social problem which 
Parliament will soon be called upon to solve. Notwithstanding the effort 
made by the Minister of Justice to prevent juries fromexpressing their desire 
to see the death penalty maintained and applied, the new publish 
almost daily fresh resolutions by juries in that sense. The latest is that 
by the jury of the Landes department, signed by 27 out of 33 jurors. 


The judges of the land, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, have been 
better and worse paid than they are at present. Up to the year 1825 a puisne 
judge was not dependent upon the Treasury alone. He received fees in 
addition to his salary, the melancholy total being about £2,500. Yet the 
judges were as majestic, wise, and incorruptible as anyone could desire. 
A delightful change was brought about in the above-mentioned year, and 
the judges found themselves endowed with salaries of £5,500, to be 
followed by pensions of £3,500. But who shall say that they were 
thereby rendered more sage or reverend? The golden age was not of lon 
duration. Seven fat years passed by, and then by 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 116, 
the £500 was rudely knocked off, and the judicial salary was reduced to 
its present amount. The puisne judges and the B:irons of the Exchequer 
did not suffer alone. Involved in a common ruin, the Chief Justice of the 
King’s Bench and the Chief Justice of the Common Pleas woke to find 
themselves poorer men. The £10,000 of the Chief Justice of the King's 
Bench had become £8,000, and the £8,000 of the Chief Justice of the 
Common Pleas had sunk to £7,000. And for all this the thrifty Lord 
Brougham was responsible. 


English lawyers, says the Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation, 
may often find in colonial reports valuable commentaries on points of 
English law. A case of In the Will of Beveridge in a recent number of the 
New South Wales State Reports is an instance. The will there provided 
for division of the testator’s property, having regard to any directions con- 
cerning the same which might be found amongst his papers at the date of 
his decease. The directions were in fact in existence at the date of the 
will, but the question was whether the terms of the will— having regard to 
the doctrine of law on the subject—were sufficient to incorporate them. ‘The 
law as stated in Jarman (5th ed.) vol. i., p. 99, is that for incorporation 
“two things are necessary ; first, that the will should refer to some document 
as then in existence ; secondly, proof that the document propounded for 
probate was in fact written before the will was made and was iRentical with 
that referred to in the will.’”’ Mr. Theobald (5th ed., pp. 63, 64) states the 
rule somewhat differently. ‘‘Any document,’’ he says, ‘*‘ in existence when 
the will is executed and sufficiently described to enable it to be identified may 
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The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reveasions axp Lars Poxicres, 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrrecp held their usual rgay am of 
the above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on oy A 
the following lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount being 
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POLICIES : " is =f 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette—Faiway, Nov. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep m Cuaxozrr. 
Jarpixz & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are requited, on or before Dec 1, to send their names 
and addreasos, and the particulars of their or ta William Bingham, 242, 
Soneum % : are required, on of before Nov 21, to send 


of their debts or claims, to Charles Lucas, 


Boston, 
Kuerxsporp Gop Mixes, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 30, directed to 
be heard ‘oules solers for petners. 
o’clock in the after- 


Mawsrone Empiaz Taeates Co, Linirep YH Liquipation)— Creditors are req 
before Dec 13, to send their names and sees, and 
claims, to George Albert Dawson 18, Fleet st, 

Nicnoisox & Ropixsox, Liurrep—Creditors 
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Maxrate Di i Daveiorapys Co, Liurrz p— Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to send 
sses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Robert- 
son, ae : 428, Salisbury House, London wall, liquidator 

— Batoes & Sox, Lit: tep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 6, to send their names 
nd addresses, and _—_ particulars of their sir debts or claims, to George E Haworth, Duchy 

et, Manchester. Liewellyn & Son, Tunstall, solors for liquidator 
Mrs axp Laxps or Ruopesta Devetormenr Co, Limtep—Creditors are requised, on 
or before Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 

eam, & John Robertson, 404 to 423, Salisbury House, London wal, liquidator 
‘8. F. Evas, Lauren —Creditors are r uired, on or before Dec 18, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry deoemest Vane, 14, 
New Burlington st. assets and liabilities have been taken over by 8 F Edge (1907), 


®czavorp Distaicr Propuce Scrrry Co, Limitep (ix Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Joseph Thompson, 69, London 14, Sleaford, liquidator 
E.ecraio Licutixe Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on cr before Dec 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Simpson 
& Bowen, Princ2s st, Bank, solors for liquidators 








Creditors’ Notices 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Nov. 1. 
Avcock, Wi111am Jonx, Dover, Kent, Contractor Nov 30 Carder vy Adcock, Kekewich, J 


ver 
London Gazette.—Torspayr, Nov. 5. 
Rosgats, Huan, Pentraeth, Anglesey, Farmer Dec 10 Hughes vy Owen, Judge, Room 
No 692, Royal Courts of Justice ‘Dew, Bangor 
Srarrorp, CHARLEs Hewry, Nottingham, Brewer Dec 10 Pidcoch vy Johnson, Swinfen 
Eady,J Wright, Nottingham 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasetie.—Faipay, Nov. 1. 
Aynxzstzy, Hagnietr, Emsworth, Hants Nov 30 Withall & Withall, Bedford row 
AULT, Saran, Handeworth Nov 25 Dobbs, Worcester 
Bacoy, Rev Hvou, Baxterley, nr Atherstone, Warwick Nov 30 Lawrence & Co, New aq, 
’s inn 

Baxer, Wi1.1am Proctor, Sandhill Park, nr Taunton Dec 381i Abbot & Co, Bristol 
Batt, Josers, Liv: 1 Nov 30 Lowndes & & Co, Liverpool 
Banrser, Jaurs, Cardiff Publican Dec2 Jones & Son, Cardiff 
Batiey, Tuomas, Shipley, Yorks, Woolsorter Nov 23 Atkinson, Shipley 
BELL, JAMES Eure ney, Soathborough, Kent Nov22 Wincey, Bexhill on 8ea 








Poown, Zeemes Wissen, Baas Hentewe ‘ewtown, Bristol Nov 28 Strickland & Co, Bristol 
pone, bt ooo Belly Par! , Worcester, Brewer Dec 17 Pointon & Evershed, 


Cn, — Sootenemm, Highbury Grange Nov 30 Snow & Co, Gt 8t Thomas 
uee: 

Cox, Saran Axx, Fernshaw rd, Fulham rd Dec2 Attenborough & Sons, Thavies inn, 
Holborn circus 


Coxep, Matrurw. ss Hill, Sussex Dec 21 Williams, Brighton 
Craic, Epwasp Birxouixo, Agate rd, Hammersmith, Solicitor Nov 30 Thorowgood & 


Co, Copthall ct 

Crort, SaRag, Harrogate Dec 1 Topham, Harrogate 

Deakix, Joun’ Buoxuey, Liverpool Decl4 Collins & Co, Liverp 

Duaranr, Jzssiz, Hursley, nr Winchester Nov 60 Blake cc ier eants’ inn 

E.uis, Maj Gen Sir Arraur Epwarp Avaustus, GCVO, CsI, ortland pl Dec3j 
Cutler & Allingham, Duke st, 8t James’s 

Faoixe, WiLt1am BERT Disott, Southtown, Suffolk Nov 19 Burton & Son, Gt 


FLewcumayy, t— Curistiax Kart, Collingham gdns, Kensington Dec 
Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

Faispy, Josrru, Stamford Dec2 Atter, Stamford 

Gascornr, Epuuxp, or Lucy Gascomnz, Maidstone Nov15 Bracher, Maidstone 

Groner, Rev Partie Eowaarp, Sion hl, Bath Dec 24 Rooke & Co, Bath 

Gissons, Janz, Carlisle Dec 7 Burnett, Carlisle 

Gaerx, Bauvat, ¢ Chester pl, Regent's Park, Barrister at Law Decll Griffith, 8t Bride’s 
av, Fleet at 

Garrrirus, James Consett, Barons nr Leominster Nov 30 Cave, Bromyard 

Harwoop, Epwarp, Olveston, Glos Dec3i Abbot & Co, Bristol 

Hixp, Saran Evizapers, Sheffield R2 2 4 & Sons, Bheffield 

Incuam, Jouy, Southport, Lancs uchy of Lancaster Office 

Inzpa.e, Joux Grave, Carlisle, Roy De " Burnett, Carlisle 

Laz, Isape.ua, Sheffield Dec13 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

WE, seene. Stretford, nr Manchester, Vegetable Dealer Dec 31 Diggles & Ogden, 


Manchester 
MoRag, James, rd, Fulham, Doctor Dec3 Parfitt, Fulbam rd 
——- Nov 30 Johnson, Lowestoft 


Makrtiy, Cuaairy, Kir 

Moret, Wiax, Dec 31 Cook & Fowler, Scarborough 

Newsy, Coagies ee Gt Yarmouth Nov 19 Burton & Son, et Yarmouth 

Pascog, apnea, , Rotherhithe, Undertaker Nov 30 Avery & Wolverson, 
ew 

PHILLIPS, Teanaenmn, New Eltham, Kent Decl4 Pettiver & Pearkes, College hill 

Poois, Wattesr Hewry, Brislington, Bristol Sept19 Andrew & Thom 5 

es po nee own "WILLIAM, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler 18 Turner & 


Resta, Georee Marruias, Handsworth Dec2 Restall, Wylde Green 

Roperts, Mary, Castlemorris, Pembroke, Grocer Dec 2 Evans & Williams, 

Bo oe ican waaoed, aoomere Dec2 Howell & Co, Welshpool 
WERBY, EL1zaBeru, ‘on ow: ‘0, We 

Srovin, Eurty, Nov 30 Branson Sheffield 

Tuusey, Evizasets Janz, Churton st, Pumnlice ns 2 16 Ley, Carey at, Lincoln’s inn 

Vassatui, Perizcerixo, Leeds, ‘Dealer Nov 

Wa xen, Ricaargp Witrrep, Killamarsh, Derby, Droggise Dec 2 Hall, Eckington, or 


Sheffield 
Wisor, Joux, Stoddesdon, Salop, Farmer De>. 2 Holmes, Oakengates 











Roegets, Tuomas Owsx, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, | Lestex, Henny ees Seeing, Cott Northampton 


Bankru ptcy Notices. Labourer Nov 9at 12.90 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Oar- 


Ross, Gzorcr a, Bedford, Dealer Nov 6 at 38.30 Builders N 
& Morrison, Solicitors, Mill st, Bedford | Macponaup, James, 

mLu1aM, St Hi Court 

Nov 8 at 12 132, York rd 


idge 
| Seaty, Anraur Witiiam, Mare st, Hackney Nov 11 at 12 | Mepiawp, Wictiaum, | ene 7 rd, Stoke Mevtegien, Glue 
Bank Merchant Pet Oct 24 


London Gasette,—Torspay, Oct. 29. 
FIRST MEETINGS. Messrs H 
Aaruvun, Caanuzs Ricyarv, Addlestone, Surrey, Carpenter | Sansom, AnTaue 
Nov 6ati2 132, — rd, Westminster Bridge | Canvasser 
FC, Thanet House, ae, a Agent | Bri 
Nov 8 at 11 yo bidgs, Ca: 


, THomas. ae. Derb Cattle Dealer Novy 6 
ati2 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 


Davizs, Davin, Heolgerrig, Merthyr Tydfil, Collier | 11 Off Rec, 22, P 
Nov 6 Thad 12. Off Rec, County Court, Town hall, | our nee ae Brynmill, 
Donsox, rh ony Avstix, Maida Vale Nov 8 at 12 | Surrn, Hensert, Worcester, 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Ree, 31 Alexandra rd, Swansea 
‘schoolmaster Nov 6 at 11 30 Rarrrorts, wn oe my Dentist’s Assistant Leeds 


Pet Sept 30 Ord Oct 2 
Lituey, Josern, and eames Eowin Litiey, Notti 
Ainger "rt Chalk on y REE 2 
‘arm, 
Richmond, Pet Oct 26 Ord Oc 


"s ve, 
a *\weataninater Manpox, Joux, Weatbury — Bling nny Bristol Bristol Pet 


Ord O 


Saerseapv. Beatie Tincis, Leeds, Dairyman Nov 6 at | Mercer, WaLTer Teed Deptford. 1 Licensed Victuallee’s 
‘ark row, Leeds Mai Greeawii 


nager ch Pet Aug 21 Ord Oct 25 
Oil Seller Nov 6 at 12 | Micis, Henry Hon, Holland pk av, Milliner High Court 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 24 





ante Coney | Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester Pet Oct 18 Ord O 
= Ropert 111aM, .Stseple Langford, Wilts, | Srarcxuey, Epw In, Fletton, Hunts, Innkeeper Nov 8 | Scuweirzer, Louis Wix.14m, U; Park, Musical Instru- 
Nov7 ati Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine | at 11.40 The Law Courts, Peter ‘borough ment Dealer High Court Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


See Epwarp Joszrs, Deauville rd, Clapham, Clerk 
me LI No 
ROBGE 
tor’s Clerk’ Nov6at i2 1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 
Colne $1, Al d 


| Tayior-Irvine, Rosert, Cheadle Hulme, Cheshire, C m- Simms, Wituam, Islew 
mission Agent Nov 6 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


pe Tring, Solici- | Tuomas, Enxest James, and Daviv Moraas Jeyxtxs, 
Brokers 





LEY. , Essex, Farmer 
ov Sat il Cups Hotel, Colchester 
Laxxox Acustvs, Eochest , Tob ist Noy li 
at 115, High st, Rochester 

, Witttax Herary, Gt Grimsby, Butcher Nov cy bi 
Son atli Of Rec, 8t Mary's 7s chmbee, Gt Grimebr aot wees Ricnarp, 
ZARUB, pa) — ot 191, i 

Bam eels Off Rec, 30, ines, Newcastle on T 
Hastiz, Coxnap, and Davsicra Hasrix, Bridlington, 


rd, 
Wess, Jony _Haany, Leeds 
Par 





Yorks, Hotei Keepers Nov 11 at 4 Off Rec, 74, 

Newborough, Sewer Oct 28 at 12 
Hospey, Groncr, i , Hackbridge, Surrey, 

aon lee 6 os lh sane ack ed, Westminster 


Hypsz, on Thames, Caterer Nov 8 at 3 Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 


Barnsley, Carting Agent Nov 6 at 10.45 Pet Oct 26 


22, w, Leeds 

Woop, C, “ath st, Poplar, Undertaker Nov 8 at 12 | Wann, Atraep, Li 

Carey st Oct 10 Ord Oct 24 

est Bromwich, Tailor Nov 7 at 11.30 Weep — Faawx, Bath, Miller Bath Pet Oct 7 

por meye Seren or that published in the Wen = Fexey Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
London Gazette of Oct 18: 

Hoipex, Taomas, jun, Caxton house, ae sp ame emanteed 
Sochruptey bldge, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Axprews, Wattzee Jouy, en Bristol, Baker 

Bristol 


Baker, WILuIAM, Tetane, Kent, Farmer Hastings 
Ord Oct 26 


orth, Builder Breatford Pet Sept 
16 Ord Oct 25 

Sura, wee Worcester, Schoolmaster Worcester Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


Surrn, Jonn Eowarp, Surrey st, Strand, Reenee Pro- 

prietor oo Det Bort 6 Ord Oct? 
Sucargperap, Naroanie. Hares, Bourborough, ‘estenial 

| High Court Pet Oct3 Ord Oot 

Wine Merchant Liverpool Pet 


Nov 8 at 12 Off Rec, 
Nov 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 


Cheshire, Milk Vendor Crewe 
st, Poplar, Undertaker High 
26 Ord Oct 2 
Woops, awn rays, Essex, Labourer Chelmsford Pe 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


Woopwarp, Atrrzep Eowarp, Malvern, Worcester, Wine 
Merchant’s Agent Worcester 


WIi.iaMs, eeemnad Calveley, 
Pet Oct 24 


Woop, gs coer ak 
Pet 


Pet Oct 25 Ord’ Oct 25 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Kort vd 
Of 7, t st, Barnsley Baxoes, iy P Bay, Rams: Ber Retailer 
Mtg Ay Oh Bradford Nov 7 at 11 Off |» "Canterbury ‘Pet Ox Ord. Oct 28,” nee eae oe 





Rec, 29, Manor row, Bradford Benser, Gzoncz, bes Ges on on, Joiner Newcastle 

Jewei, Hosesr, New Broad st, Sungeny Promoter on Tyne Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct Cota Femmes, Nov. 1. 
Nov 7 at 2.30 cy bidgs, Carey st Bowsiwett, Wituam Ricsagp, “ Georce Lewis RECEIVING O 

‘onssox, Acpsat, York, bathe Nov 9 at 2.30 Off Rec, Bares, Morpeth, Northumberland, Drapers Newcastle | Assorr, Farpgerick Wititau, ar ell Wheelwright 

°MThe Red House, Duocombe p', York on Tyne Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 23 «gp tiseater, Pet Oct 29 Ord Det 20 

denen Soom, entatmery, Builders Nov 7 at 10.30 | Eames, Taomas, Lian! Grocer Bangor | Aseanams, Baaw White Lion st, Spitalfields High 
1, High st, Newtown Pe Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 Court Pet July 18 Ord Oct 23 

Lewis, Crow, Ricsarp, Radford rd, ee Service Gaeex, Wittiam Nicnoras, Hexham, Northumberland, | Arraoxr, Duptey Ricuasp, Park st High Court Pet 
Gerk Nov7 at 12 Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct5 Ord Ot 25 Sept 26 ae 4 

Meptayp, Wii114m, Fountayne rd, Stoke Rewington, 6 Glue | Guest, Wirit14m, East India Dock rd, Tailor High Court | Azexsrzm, Lewis, Sandringham rd, Dalston, Jeweller 
Merchant Nov7etil Bankru Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 High Court Pet Oct 8) Ord Oct 90 

Mi.zs, Hzesny E, Blomfield crescent, Bayswater ‘Nor c at | Hoppex, Gronaz, Beddington Corner, otatige, Surrey, | Bampercer, A, Bucklersbury, Wine Merchant High 
1 aT en Carman Croydon Pet Aug3 Ord Oct 26 Court Pet Oct 17 Ont Ok 30 

Mooaz, G H ter, Harrow rd Nov 6 at 2.30 | Jexsisos, Anravr Epwasp, Bradford Bradford Pet Oct | Basuau, Cassa Anruus, Fulwell, Sunderland, Com 

26 Ord Oct 28 mission Agent Sunderland Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


Figtree in, Sheffield Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Ramey Ricuanzp, Leeds, Dentist’s Assistant Nov 6 at | Kos.osxr, Gensnox, 
High Court 





bldgs, Carey st 


Houndsiitch, 
Pet Oct 3 Ord Oct 25 


12 Park row, Leeds 
Rano, Benorgion Haye Cooey In, Solicitor Nov 8 Lawson, Wiis, Newton 


teone Ord Oot Be 


ome Engineer Nov 6/| Joxzs, Huserr L, Gt Yarmouth, Builder Gt Yarmouth | Besrizcp, Bsa, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet Oct? 
tol Pet Oct 14 Oct 26 Ord Oct 
Sheffield, Butcher | Kexworruy, Hewny, Middleton, Lancs, Fruiterer Oldham —~y Onan | ee, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet 





Fancy Goods Merchant ean” poy Sesone, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Oct 


le Willow B , Ep Crortzr, Gt Y = — 
s, Lancs, Engineer | Buxtzy wae > i, Fame 








Natio 
Co 
Newr 
Oc 
Nise: 
Or 
Ouive: 


8u 
Pexxt 
M 


lat 
Bicur: 
ii 
Biwau! 
Ww 


Rose» 


Sraro: 
Oc 


Wurtz 
0 


ir 
Wu 


Barapa 
Ms 


$ 
Bw 











‘ide’s 


gden, 


bet 7 


ct 24 
cowe 


High 


Wine 
ct 25 


ater 


ight 
High 
Pet 








Nov. 9; 1907. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 52.1 35 














Cape, THomas Timson, Reena. Fancy Draper Chester- 
field Pet Oct19 Ord Oct 
Cantss, Wattes Epwarp Marne, Eye, Suffolk, Draper 
Ipswich Pet Oct 30 Ord ( 
Caoven, WILLIAM Joux, Gui "aford, Florist Guildford 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
Devesstt, HD gny = a = uaa Bristol, Decorator 
risto 
Dix, Haeny, Bh Reading, Baker Re ies Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Oct 29 


PB kg Atrrep, Merriott, Somerset, Grocer Yeovil Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Ferovsox, Wit.1am, Silloth, Cumberland, Plumber Car- 
lisle Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 28 

Faeepuan, Hargis, Lower rd, R .therhithe, Tailor High 
Court Pet Oct'28 Ord Oct 28 

FropsiaM, Leen Duncan Mitv. Kiogston on Thames 
High Court Pet Oct3) Ord Oct 30 

Govea, Ciara, Bridlington. Fancy Goods Dealer Scar- 
borough Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 29 

Hatt, Jouy, Sunderland, Contractor Sunderland Pet Oct 
30 O:d Oct 30 

Hanvinc, Atrrep, Pembroke va Wembley, Clerk High 
Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 

Harvey,Cuartes Camden rd Holloway, Jobmaster High 
Court Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 30 

Hay, Taomas, Bradford, Beerhouss Keeper Bradford 
Pet Oct80 Ord Oct 30 

Huw. Farpeaick CHa es, Brixham, pDeeem, Smack Owner 
Plymouth Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 

Bmocsr, | Txomas, Stockport, Metal Broker Stockport 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 80 

TR dng Jou» Bussy, Oxfo.d, Plumber Oxford Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Gores, Wolverton, Bucks, Railway 

isher Northampton Pet Oct 29° Ord Oct 29 

Huones, Tuomas, Taibach, Glam, Builder Aberavon Pet 

Uet 30 Ord Oct 30 

aw, Wavace Giiroy, Kingswood, Glos, Butcher Bristol 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Keates, Toomas Heway Wicriam, Gt aa, Hotel 
Keeper Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 

Levi, aaenanatt, Earby, _ General Dealer Bradford 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 

Maapatt, Jony, Towaitinn rd, Forest Gate, Land Agent 
High Court Pet Oct 8 Grd Oct 30 

Moss«ax, Joun, Scarborough Bradford Pet Oct 30 Ord 

Oct 30 


Hogrye, 


Nariox, Josepa Henry, Aulton pl, Kennington rd, 
Comedian High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Newrox, nT yy Vale, Yorks, Grocer Halifax Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 

Nisex, a Cardiff, Ou' fitter Cardiff Pet Oct 26 
Ord Oct 26 ; 

Ourver, Ame.ia, Buxton, Derby, Boarding house Keeper 
Stockport Pet. Oct 21 Ord Oct 29 

Pexwivetoy, Ex1, jun, Adlington, nr Macclesfield, Farmer 
Macclesfield et Oct 14 Ord Oct 29 

Prextice, Harry, West Hartlepool, Cycle Dealer Sunder- 
land Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 29 

Ricuzy, Georcze H, Ballykinler, Co. Down, Ireland 
High Court Pet July 13 Ord Oct 30 

Rivet RY, ArTuur James, Langley, Worcester, Confectioner 

est Bromwich Pet Oct 3) Ord Oct 30 

Seawenata., Isaac, Wolverhampton, Tailor Wolver- 
hampton Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Scort, James, Bodmin, Cornwall, Tobacconist Truro Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Szatoy, Epwagp, Greenwich, Publican Maidstone Pet 
Oct 29 Ord O 

Sons, Seems Davy, Bolton, Tailor Bolton Pet Oct 28 

28 

Tomu, Ropert Jonn, Maryland Point, —- Licensed 

Victualler High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


Tamm, Freverick, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet Sept 
28° Ord Oct 30 

Tonner, Atyrep, Ne rt. Mon, Tea Dealer Newport, 
Mon Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Watrwaicut, Hewry, Barnsley, Electrical Engineer 
Barnsley Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Wuire, Ricuanrp, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 

Wiixinsoy, Harry, Landport, Hants, pening Contractor 
Portsmouth Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 
Amended notice substituted for cnet p pana in the 

London Gazette of Oct 29 

Baapsvry, Joun WiiiaM Unswortu, Harputhey, 

Manchester, Clerk Salford Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 24 





FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apnanams, Barnett, White Lion st, Spitalfields Nov 12 
atil Bankru di Carey st 


Apruorps, Duster Muetine, Park st Nov 11 at li 
Baxer, Wittiam, Woodchu Kent, Farmer Nov 12 at 
12,30 County 


Barapsury, Jonn WIitLiaAM Unssworra Harpurhey, Man- 
chester, Clerk Nov 9 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


ester 

Barrros, Cuastes Wit.14M, Leeds, Plumber Nov 11 at 11 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Carter, Watrer Epwarp Saree, Suffolk, i Supe 
Nov 12 at 10.45 Un Eastern jay 

Cotitizr, Georas, pd ——y Swansea, I uel Y Worker 
Nov 14 at 12 Off hed Al rd, 

Cotves, Avseet Paice, Derb: “ Licensed Viteoslioe Nov 9 

at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 


meer: Me wee Har i, Coach Builder Noy 11 
Off erland 


3, Manor , Sund 

Sean, Jouyx Enwrer, Beaumaris a, Hotel Keeper 
Nov llat12 Crypt chm! w, Chester 

Exvy, Rosgat, Southend ay B *“ ~ 12at12 14, 
Bedford row 

Ferouson, Wit.1am, Silloth, Cumberland, Plumber Nov 
Lut 12 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Fasepmay Haas, Lower rd, Rotherhith, Tailor Nov 11 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Garey st 

Gatracuer, Paraiox, Burslem, Staffs, Egg Dealer Nov 11 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Newcastle, Staffs 

Gaeex, WiLtt4m Nicaoias,and Grorce Benasr, Ponteland, 
Northum d, Builders Novilatil Off Rec, 30, 
Mosley st. Newcastle on Tyne 

Gusset, Wit114m, East India Dock rd, Tailor Nov 11 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hares, Sypyzy Caaries, Crayford, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Nov 11 at 12,15 115, High st, Rochester 

Hay, Tuomas, Bradford, Be-rhouse Keeper Nov 14 at 3 
Off Rec, 29 Manor row, Bradford 

=, _— Nov9 at 11 Off 





J ne Deve. Penygraig, 


Kexwoemty, Hever, Middleton, 
at 12 30 ec Secret st, Oldham 

KILsuH att, aera Oldham, Lancs, Boot Dealer Nov 12 
at11480 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

General Dealer Nov 12 at 
at1l Off Rec, 29, Manor row, Bradford 

Lewis, Heasert Basin, Eastbourne, House Decorator 
Nov 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Macpoyatp, Jamas, Ainger Chalk Farm, 
Nov 12 at 2.3) Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mocaivee, Josers Epwanrp, Greet, Worcester, Grocer 
Nov 12 at 11.30 191, Vorporation st, Birmingham 

Morus, CaristorHes ALFaep, Binstead, nr Ryde, I of W, 
Milk Carrier Nov iliat1 Off Rec, 88a, Holyrood st, 

M oie ge ; ~ 5 Ne Off Rec, 

OS8MAN, JOHN, v ov l4at3.30 Of 29 

Manor row, Bradford . 

Natioy, Joszpn Henry, Aulton pl, Kennin rd, 
Comedian Nov i2at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

Newrox, Tuomas, West Vale, Yorks, Geccnt’” Nov 14 at 

10.45 County Court House, Prescott st, Halifax 


O’Barss, com, Aberkenfig, az, Labourer Nov l4 at 3 
Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

PaI.uirro, "Tueoraius J ames, Claydon, Suffolk, Grocer 
Nov 15 at 2.15 Off Rec, 86, Princes st, Ipswich 

Pratt & Co, York rd, Provision Dealers Nov 
11 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Brid 

Sanpeason, Mark, Welton, Bel » Shoe- 
maker Nov liati2 384, Fisher st, ” Carlisle 

Scaweitzer, Lovis Witt14m, Green st, Upton Park, Essex, 
ta, — Dealer Nov il at 1 Bankruptcy 

Surrueap, Jonnx, West Bestegest, As Auctioneer Nov 11 at 
3.30 Off Reo, 3, nderland 


whem vl,’ Ete 

Simus, whats, em Isleworth, Builder Nov ll 
at 4, Bedford row 

Owes, a2 Dilton Bolton, Tailor Nov 11 at 3 19, 


Levi, ABRAHAM, Earby, Yorks, 


st, 
Tomas, Wittiam, B Glam, Haulier Nov 14 at 
3.30 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


Tomi, Roprat *Jous, Mary Point, Stratford, Essex 
ey Victualler Nov 13 at 12 Bankruptcy ies 
Carey 


Waruixerox, Rosert Tuomas, Bath, Lineman Vistuaiioe 
Nov liatil Bankruptcy b bidge, Carey 





ba Tose, oe eee ae Cumatelie pao, 
Foratioath ADJUD! 


en pe 
Azeyverzix, Lewis, & Dalston, Jeweller 
High Court Pee Qee8) ona on 0 
Battery, Lines Abbey, Baker 


Pet Sept 18 opt 1B "Ord Oct 38 


— arts Agrava, Ful atm 
meT, Auyrep Jonny, Mien Peck Ealing, Builder 
mero Sunderland 


Bonrs1, 
Ree Gir a 
x w Wit weWoORTH, 
“Achester, Olerk Salford Pet Oot 11" Ord Oct 90 
Baitron, Cuaries Wittiam, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet 
B rong Hamer Gt Yarmouth, Jobbing Car- 
NTON, ‘arp CaopLey, 
“Mpenter Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct 30. Ord Oct 90 
juffolk, Draper 


Caamp Caaates Ta Kent, Farmer 
ntet Pet Oct 18 a GetOn ee" » 

eee ~ See Maidenhead Windsor Pet Aug 28 
Ord 26 


pen 
Canter, Water Eowarp Mayuew, Bye, 8 
Pet Oct 80 Ord Oct 30 


Croves, Wiu.am Joux, Guildfird, Florist Guildford 
Devers . ya Caaa.es, Horfield, Bristol, Decorator 
Pet Oct 28 Bort Oct 28 
|, Bsoaachag Reading Ord Oct 29 Ord 
pson, Lontuen Avstix, Maida Vale High Court Pet 
betas Ord Oct <8 
Evpeexin, Artaua Bowes, Watford, Ironmonger 8t 
Albans Pet Sept 23 Ord Oot 26 
Enoianp, ALrFRep, Grocer Yeovil 
Pet Oct 28° Ord Oct 28 


Evans, Bessamix, and Ropsaicxk McLeop, Letchworth, 
Me .., High Court Pet Oct 4 Ord Oct 26 


tip, Saseen -Bllaborgush, ut oi. ee Solicitor’s 


<— pan, nanan, Plumber Car- 
met. Put Ont 36 Rotherhithe, Tailor High 
Court Pet Oct 28 Longe 


Poosenam, Leen Doxcax iy, Kingston on Thames 
G P b+, L Hanley 
ALLAGHER, Paratc' % 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Det 28 
Hatt, Joun, Sunderland, Contractor Sunderland Pet 
Oct 80 Ord Oct 80 


Hart, Lazarus, Newcastle Wallpaper Merchant 
Mewenstio upon Tyne Pet Odie Ord Ont 98 

Hastiz, Consap, mn Davem.a Hastie. Sep 
Yorks, Hotel Keepers Pet Oct 14 O 


Hoaxes, Geronrce, Tain, ote, Railway Coach 
Finisher Northampton Oct 28 Ord Oct 29 
Hvouas, Tuomas, Talbach, Glas, Glam, Builder Aberavon Pet 
Hane, 2 Recess, Egret, , Glos, Butcher Bristol 

et Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Kivssauy, Ricwarp, Boot Dealer Oldham Pet 
Ls ie pg Yorks, General Dealer Bradford 
VI RAG. 
Bet Oct 23 Ord Out 98 


Mocaives, Josern Epwarp, Greet, Worcester, Grocer 
is Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 


one, OnE, Bradford Pet Oct 80 Ord 
Nation, Joszra Henny, Aulton ey rd, 
Comedian Court Pet Oct Ord Oct 


Newron, Taomas, West Vale, Yorks,Grocer Halifax Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
nage, Seee Sais, Cotter Cardiff PetOct26 Ord 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
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Prentice, Harry, West Hartlepool, Cycle Dealer Sunder- 
land ‘Pet Oct'15 Ord Oct 30 

Rivpe.ey, Antuvr James, Langley, Worcester, Confectioner 
West Bromwich Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Rosextsatt, Isaac, Wolverhampton, Tailor Wolver- 
hampten Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

corr, James, Bodmin, Cornwail, Tobacconist Truro Pet 

Oct Ord Oct 28 

Szaton, Epwaap, Greenwich, Publican Maidstone Pet 

Ord Oct 29 

Swirr, Tuomas Davy, Moss Side, Manchester, 
Bolton Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Tuomas,Amy, Falmouth Truro Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 30 

Tomuiy, Roseat ow Maryland Point, Stratford, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 

Turyxer, ALrazp, , damed Mon, Tea Dealer 
Mon Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 26 

Wax waar, RNRY, Bernsley,_ 
Barnsley Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 24 

Warrr, Ricuarp, Swansea, Baker dais Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 


Wirxissox, Harry, Landport, Hants, Building Contractor 
Portemouth Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Amended notice substituted for that —: in 
the London Gazette of Oct 25 
Hance, 
Roch 


Tailor 


Newport, 
Electrical Engineer 


Lexxox Avoustvs, Rochester, | Tobacconist 


ester Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
London Gaartte.—Tuzsvay, Nov, 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banyarp, Puiuir, and Groner Pai.ir Banyarp, nage, 
uilders Cambridge Pet Sept 21 Ord Nov 
Batreon, Esgnezen. Biggleswade, Builder Boaford Pet 
B Nore iting eton Hull, G Kingst 
ELL, ED, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Kingston upon 

Hull Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Bucxworts, Epwarp Powr.t, Southminster, 

elmsford PetSept17 Ord Oct 30 

Buen, Ava Louisa, Lee, Kent, Builder Greenwich Pet 
80 O1d Oct 30 

Cupsy, Freprricx, Farnham, Grocer Guildford Pet Oct 
81 Ord Oct 31 

Curnsertsox, Jonx, Honor Oak Park, Kent Greenwich 
Pet July 18 Ord Aug 6 

Davy, Exnzst, Woodhall Spa, Lincs, Trainer of Racehorses 
Lizcoln Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 

Dewpxey, Frepericx, Horsham, Builder Brighton Pet 
Novl1 Ord Novi 

Ex.raixcuam Joux, Sunderland, Architect Sunderland 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Novi 

Emznzsox, Samver Ricuarp, Preston in Holderness, Yorks 
High Court Pet Aug 20 Ord Oct 18 

Eat, Cuarres, Leadenhall et High Court Pet Aug 19 
Ord Nov 1 

Evans, Davip, Penygroes, Carnarvon, Master Painter 

r Pet Novi Ord Novl 
oun, Gwyddelwern, Merioneth, Farmer Wrexham 
Oct 30 Oct 30 


Essex 


Evays, 
Pet 

Go.prixe, Tuomas WALLAC rs Old joes st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet —- 18 Ord Nov1 

a <7 ApsaLou, Morcambe, Painter Preston Pet 

Novi O:d Nov1l 

Gairritus, Huan, Dowlais, Glam, General Haulier Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

> ¥ Oscar, Gt Winchester 4. Colonial Merchant 

gh Court Pet Sept 5 Ord Oct 

Howes, Cuages Frepenrick, Blackpool, Grocer Preston 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Taoizspex, Axwiz Exvizanets, Dover, Jeweller Canterbury 

Novi Ord Novi 

Jorzs, Epwasp Wiiu1am, Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, Shoe- 

or Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

enrhyndeudraeth, eee Fruiterer 


er 

Joxrs, Gwex, 
Portmadoc Pet Novi Ord Nov 

Maxsnatt, Wittiam Henny, Small Heath, Birmingham, 

ee Maker Birmingham Pet 31 


Maxrizip, Fraaxx, Wetherby, Yorks, Boot Dealer York 


Pet Nov Ord Nov 1 

Mituzs, i a Dock, Pembroke, Outfitter 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 

Morais, Wit11am Ricuagp Astertey, Newnham Croft, 
z pan Cambs Cambridge Pet Nov 2 Ord 

ov 

Nicuo.sow, JonaTuax, New Cleethorpes, Marine Engineer 
Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

aS Hewry James, Leicester Leicester Pet Oct 31 

Oct 31 


Paituirs, Grorcr, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Monu- 
= Mazon Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 1 Ord 
ov 
Portszes, Epwarp, Boston, Lincs, Wheelwright Boston 
Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 
a <) Yar Py Metal Dealer Birmingham 
aun Anniz, Keighley + ee MattreesMaker Brad- 
ford "Pet Oct 21 Ord Get 
Bipaway, Wi111an, arabe Common, nr oad 
Confectioner Barnsley Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 
Wasser, Tuomas, Blaenycwm, nr Pontypool, anion 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 
Amended notice substituted for that a in 
the London Gazette of Oct 25 4 
Kgsyor, Tuomas Evwarp Harnison, Manchester, Shipping 
Merchant Manchester Pet Aug 23 Pet Oct 22 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asporr, Faepericxk Wim, Leicester, Wheelwright 
Nov 13 at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
AzEnsTEIx age G Dalston, jouer ‘Nov ldat1 Bank- 


ru Carey st 
Be. dy ag A, Bucklersbury, Wine Merchant Nov 14 at 


11 Bankrupt« mg ton or at > 
Baxorn, Samvet, OF ee y, Ramegate, Beer Retailer 
Nov" 18 at 9.15 ry ’ Castle st, Canterbury 
ear —g Wis" tang Fulwell, Sunderland, Commis- 


Nov 13 at 3.30 off Ree, 3, Manor pl, 


°RFIELD, foes, on, Builder Noy 14 at 11.30 
York rd, ee: Bridge 











Bonim1, Perer, Sunderland,Confectioner Nov 13at3 Off 
3, Manor pl, Sunderland 
Brook, Epwix Georor, Bristol, Builder Nov 13 at 12.15 

Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Bayawt, Ropgrt Hewry, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer Nov 

13 at 11.45 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Bunteyx, Epwarp Croruey, Gt Yarmouth, ye Car- 

penter Nov 13 at4 Off Rec, 8, King st, Noi 
Busu, Ava Louisa, Lee, Kent Builder Nov 15 at 11.90 

132, York 1d, Westminster Bridge 
Crovcn, Wiuas Jouy, Guildfo Florist Nov a 12 

County and Borough’ Halls, North st, Guildford 
Cuppy, Faeprrick, ‘arpham,. Grocer Nov 13 at 12.45 

County and Borough Halls, North st, Guildford 
Davies, Evan Cuaries, Pentrebach, Merthyr Tydfil Nov 

14 at 10.30 Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, 

Merthyr Tydfil 
Denton, Georcs, Rushden, . Northampton, Boot Manu- 

acturer Nov 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Deverett, Hewry Cuar.es, Horfield, Bristol, 

Nov 13 at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Brist ol 
Dewpnxgy, Frepesick, Horsham, Builder Nov 14 at 10.30 
0 Ree, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
ENGLAND, Avrarp, Merriott, Somerset, Grocer Nov l4 at 

12.80 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
Erti, CHARLES, Leadenhall st Nov 15 at 1 Bankruptcy 

bldgs, Carey st 
Fropsuam, Leau Duxcan Mit, Kingston on Thames 

Nov 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey et 
Goven, Crasa, Bridlington, Yor! 8, Sener Goods Dealer 

Nov 15 at 3.30 Off Cc, "The Red House, Duncombe pl, 


ork 

GairriTus, Huan, Dowlais, Glam, General Haulier Nov 14 
a E* Off Rec, County Court, Townhall, Merthyr 

Harptise, Atraep, Pembroke rd, Woritey, Clerk Nov 13 
at 2.30 Benkrugtey bldgs, Carey st 

Harvey, Cuaries, Camden rd, Holloway, Jobmaster Nov 
13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgr 

Houtre.tp, Jous Bussy, Oxford, Plumber Nov 13 at 12 
1, St Aldates, Oxfor 

Horne, Groner, Wolverton, Bucks, Railway seg Finisher 
Nov13at3 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampto: 

Hueues, Tuomas, Taibach, Glam, Builder ov "4 at 12.30 
Off Ree, 31, Al ‘rd, 8 

Ixzs, WALLACE Gitroy, Kingswood, Glos, Rotcher Nov 
13 at 1230 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristo! 

—*, Beat L, Gt Yarmouth, Builder "lie 18 at 3.30 

Nov 13 at 12 





Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 

JONES, Josera Owen, Rhy), Flint, Joiner 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Keates, Tuomas Henry WiiiaM, Gt Yarmouth, Hotel 
Keeper Novi3at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 

Kenyoy, Taomas Epwarp Hanrnisox. West Dids! bury, 
Manchester, Shipping Merchant Novid4at3 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Loaay, Tuomas, Stockton on Tees, aad Nov 13 at 3 
Of Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbro 

Marpatt, Joun, Forest Gate, p mnng), Ba Agent Nov 13 
at 11 Bankruptcy bid bom Ay 

Maxrie.p, Franx, Wether 7, Yorks, Boot pale ae 15 
at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 

Nitsex, Gxona, Cardiff, maaan Nov 14 at 12 ‘On Ree, 
117, 8t Mary st, 

Panxss, Henry Jaurs, = Novi3at3 Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Parkinson, Jonny Cuarues, Liverpool, Solicitor Nov 14 at 
11 35, Victoria st, Live 

Pickerpex, Tuomas, Gt Grimsby, Saw Mill Proprietor 
Nov 13 at 11 Off Ree, 8t Mary's chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Picton, Hersert Ropert Newman, —— _ Wilts, Stone 
Merchant Nov 13 at 11.30 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, 

Ballykinler, co 

— Ireland Nov 13 at 1 m= bidgs, 
Carey st 

Ropinson, Ayniz, Keighley, Yorks, Mattress Maker Nov 
lbatll Off Ree, 29 , Manor row, Bradford 

RosenTuatt, Isaac, Wleataanies, Journeyman Tailor 
Nov ldatil Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Scott, James, Bodmin, Co: Cornwall, Tobacconist Novy 13 at 12 

Off Rec, Boscawen st, 

Szaton, EDWARD Greenwich, Publican Nov 20 at 11 9, 
King st, Maidstone 

Sipaway, Wituiam, Worsborough Common, nr 
Confectioner Nov 15 at ll Off Rec, 7, mmm x 


Barnsley 

Tuomas, ios, Falmouth Nov 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Boscawen st, Truro 

Trimm, Frepericx, Brighton patos Nov 14 at 10 Off 

4, Pavilion bldgs, Bi 

Weamaae Henry, a. Yorks, Electrical Engineer 
Nov 16 at 10.30 Off Rec, 7 t st, Barnsley 

Wass, Joun Tromas, Linear’, bysiclan Nov "a at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 

WILiiaMs, ‘THoMas, Calveley, Cheshire Milk venter Nov 
l4at3 Off Rec, King st, N Newcastle, Staff: 

Woopwarp, Atysep Epwarp, Malvern, ev encester, Wine 
Merchant’s Agent Nov 13 at 11.80 Off Bee, 11, Copen- 
hagen st, Worcester 


Bri 
Ricuzy, Georcz H, Ballykinler 











C. WHITHAM, Solicitors’ AUDITOR 
e and COSTSMAN.—56, Wellclose-mount, Leeds, 


AW.—Advertiser (26; June Final, 1907; 
4 procuring _—— Clerkship ; ex 
in Conveyancing, Common Law, and County urt and 
Magisterial Practice; would undertake Advocacy; moder- 
ate salary.—Myzns, Hythe, Kent. 








AW.—A Solici‘or in general practice in a 
country town, also Registrar of County Court and 
‘rtiled Pa pil and Ba fuperviin, .- iy, 
give personal _— 
C. E., “ Solicitors’ Journal and W Reporter ” 
7, Slenvnaptees, W.c. ’ 








now READY. 
64th Year of Publication, 


+4 


THE 


SOLICITORS 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 


LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


1908. 


This old-established aud ‘importa 
Annual is now universally recognized — 
as the most usefal 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 
ever published. 


Prices, 3s. > OR, Bie 5s., Gs., & Ss. ee 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 


LONDON WALL, LONDON. 





by City Solicitors, capable 
ge of Mayor’s Court Practice yn 
age, experience, 
wrence-lane, E.C, 


AW.—Wanted, 
_4 Clerk, with knowl 
salary about 358.—A: y, statin, 
C. K., care of Osm & Co., 25, 


ARTNERSHIP.—Solicitor retiring 
active work Desires Partner; has various P 
Appointments and extensive Conveyancing and Gen 
Country Practice.—Wates, care of “ Solicitors’ Joun 
and Weekly Reporter ” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


AW COSTS.—Testimonial: ‘‘ Aug. 30th, 
1907. Mr. HARCOURT SMITH has just comp) ted 
, oan 








the drafting of a complicated bill of costa in the 

up of a considerable estate to our entire satisfaction, 
we have no hesitation in recommending him toa ; 
members of our profession for similar work.”— 
Haroover Suits, Partnership Agent, &c., 61, Chane 
lane, London. 


(prrices. near Temple.—Solicitor (c 
established) would Let one of his First-floor Offices, 
ffice; suit elderly Practitioner te. 
uiet, — Tempe, care @ 
Weekly Reporter’’ Office, 2% 


To 
"a 


ia 





with Use «Sane Spe 
uiring com’ 

4 Solicitors’ Journal 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


OLICITORY’ OFFICES in City of Londom, 
re-decorated and well furnished; joint occupation” 
offered at moderate inclusive rent; telephoue and. ; 
library; mutual consideration ; advertiser in 
ears; suit junior commencing. ZO 604, Messrs, D 
Leadenball ll-street, E.C. 


TT‘O BE LET on Lease for 21 Years. — A 
capital House in St, Helen’ he > Bishops 

Within, suitable for pone —Apoly to Mesa ica, ors 

Com; requiring an en! | = y to X 

Warne & & Son, 22, Moorgate-stree' zo” 


LABELLED EPPS’S TINS OMLY. 


SORENESS AND DRYNESS. 
HOARSENESS, TICKLING AND IRRITATION. ~ 


THROAT ~ COUGH 


SOFTEN AND CLEAR THE VOICE. 
ALWAYS EFFECTIVE. 


7:°—JUJUBES—13)" 


JAMES EPPS & O©O., Ltd., Homcopathic 
London. 











eter Cae mune 











